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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 1996

The Committee resumed its sitting.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, as | look around this
Chamber and as | think about the
promises in January, the notion was to
come here and to end business as usual,
and that is in fact the intent of many
of us in this Congress. Ofttimes it in-
volves reaching across the aisle, listen-
ing to different arguments, and basing
our support or our opposition not on
previous partisan labels, but taking a
look and carefully examining the prob-
lems one by one. That is why | am
pleased to stand in strong support of
this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | represent a large
portion of the Navajo Nation, that sov-
ereign nation within the Sixth District
of Arizona and reaching beyond the
borders of Arizona to several other
States. | am mindful of the fact that in
our treaty obligations to the Navajo
Nation, we have a variety of promises
that were made well over a century
ago.

Now, | stand here in support of this
amendment not to criticize my friends
on this side of the aisle, who believe we
can look for other sources of funding,
but, instead, to underline the impor-
tance of upholding these treaty obliga-
tions and looking to educate the chil-
dren of the native American tribes, for
it is a sacred obligation we have, and it
is a proper role of the Federal Govern-
ment to move in that regard.

So, for that reason, again, | stand in
strong support of the amendment.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, |1
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment offered by the gentlemen
from New Mexico and Wisconsin and
myself. | want to make the distinction
that while we are asking our colleagues
to reexamine and recommit to restor-
ing the $81 million for the Indian edu-
cation program, | want us to under-
stand that this is not duplicative of the
program that is already there. This
really has a distinct value in and above
that, and it is supplementary and not
duplicative. It means these are pro-
grams going to public schools to enable
92 percent of all Indians who live in
this country to get additional supple-
mental education. It is an opportunity
to make sure that those young people,
who are falling through the cracks aca-
demically, have an opportunity to be
competitive and do well.

Further, Mr. Chairman, 1 would
think our colleagues would find it un-
acceptable that $81 million would get
in the way of doing what we should be
doing for the very first inhabitants of
this country. Further, | think we would
want to support education as being
consistent with self-sufficiency. | see
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all of these reasons and others as to
why we should want to restore this to
its full amount, and not reduce it to a
lesser amount than it is presently.
Really, it should be increased. In the
spirit of keeping the budget con-
straints, we are saying restore it to the
$81 million.

So it really is a thoughtful amend-
ment that recognizes under the con-
straints that all programs have to ad-
just. | would ask that my colleagues
across both sides of the aisle under-
stand, this is an opportunity really
that we can say to the native Ameri-
cans, that we do care about them, and
that education is important.

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. CLAYTON. | yield to the gentle-
woman from Oregon.

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentlewoman for yielding.

I rise in very strong support of this
amendment. | think unfortunately we
know very little about the whole issue
of treaty keeping, and | want to con-
gratulate my Republican colleague
from Arizona, who understands that we
have a sacred trust responsibility to
keep treaties. These education funds
are just a tiny little downpayment,
shall we say, on the land that we enjoy,
which we have in our trust because the
Indian tribes signed treaties many
years ago.

My colleague from North Carolina
mentioned that 92 percent of Indian
children are affected by this funding,
and that is absolutely true. We are told
it is duplicative, but in fact the Bureau
of Indian Affairs schools do not meet
more than 8 percent of the Indian chil-
dren’s educational needs.

We can indeed, and my colleague has
spoken of that, change the poverty
that has so impacted native Americans
by making sure that we live up to our
responsibility, our treaty responsibil-
ity, a treaty which we swore to uphold
when we became Members of this body.
We cannot abandon these native Amer-
ican children; we cannot abandon this
opportunity.

Mr. Chairman, | support this amend-
ment, and | congratulate the gentle-
woman and her colleagues for having
brought this amendment forward.

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. CLAYTON. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Chairman, let me
associate myself with the remarks of
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle
in favor of this very important amend-
ment. | think that this legislation, ab-
sent the Obey amendment, would be
morally bankrupt and fatally deficient
for this Congress to pass. We have an
absolute commitment, and we should
always remind ourselves that no mat-
ter how expensive we may perceive
education to be, ignorance costs more.

I come from the city of Philadelphia
in Pennsylvania, and | just know that
my constituents support fully this
country’s continuing commitment to
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Indian education. | hope that we would
favorably approve the Obey amend-
ment.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. CLAYTON. | yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | want to commend the gentle-
woman for offering this amendment to
keep our commitment and our trust
obligations, and to thank her and her
colleagues, Mr. OBEY and Mr. RICHARD-
SoN, for this amendment. | rise in sup-
port of it and hope the House will pass
this amendment.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, this is an oppor-
tunity. Education is important. More
important, it is an opportunity to say
the American Indian children are im-
portant and they should be included in
our commitment to all Americans.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
this amendment and any amendments
thereto close in 10 minutes, and that
the time be equally divided.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from lllinois [Mr. YATES] will manage 5
minutes, and the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. REGULA] will manage 5 minutes.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, | yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Amer-
ican Samoa [Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA].

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Chair-
man, as the ranking member of the
Subcommittee on Native Americans
and Insular Affairs of the Committee
on Resources, | want to express my
strong support of the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. OBEY], the ranking member of the
House Committee on Appropriations.
The amendment simply restores the
badly needed funds for education of
American Indians and Alaskan Native
children in public schools.

Mr. Chairman, | submit this is a
downright tragedy that the Congress of
the United States would take away
money from our American Indian chil-
dren’s future to fund other programs
like timber sales management.

Mr. Chairman, | also want to make it
clear that funding for title IX is not
duplicative of BIA directed funding.
Title IX funding is for children in pub-
lic schools, while BIA funding is for In-
dian children in BIA or tribally oper-
ated schools.

Mr. Chairman, as so eloquently stat-
ed in a letter by my good friend from
Alaska and chairman of the House
Committee on Resources, why do we
continue to pick on those who simply
cannot defend themselves, the chil-
dren?

Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues
to support the Obey amendment and
restore the funds needed for the edu-
cation of American native and Alaskan
Native children.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.
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Mr. Chairman, let us make it clear
what is going to happen here. We will
have a vote on the Obey amendment. |
urge my colleagues to vote no on the
Obey amendment because it takes the
money out of fossil energy research.
We have already cut that 10 percent. It
impacts heavily on States like Ohio,
California, Indiana, Illinois, New York,
places where we are doing research. It
takes money out of the Bureau of
Mines. We have already cut them back.
We just leave them enough to close
out. If we take any more money, they
cannot even do that. It takes money
out of the Naval Petroleum Reserves.
We have already cut that 20 percent.
This is a function that generates $460
million a year in revenues.

| think that we need to foster energy
security. We are not arguing about giv-
ing the money for the native American
education programs. This gives about
$153 per child to schools to have enrich-
ment programs for Indian children. We
agree on both sides that this needs to
be done. The question is where to get
the money.

We are going to have a Coburn
amendment that is in title Il, so it can-
not be done immediately, but the
Coburn amendment will do essentially
the same thing, except it takes the
money out of Forest Service adminis-
trative expenses. Because of the spend-
out rate we only need to take $10 mil-
lion from forest administration to pro-
vide the $52 million in the Coburn
amendment to provide for the Indian
education.

| think it is important that we pro-
vide the funds for Indian education, but
I think it is also very important that
we use the financing mechanism pro-
vided in the Coburn amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | would urge my col-
leagues to vote no on the Obey amend-
ment, recognizing that you will get an
opportunity shortly to vote yes on the
Coburn amendment to take care of the
Indian education, but the source of
funding would be far less serious in its
impact on the policies of the United
States.

Again, ‘no’”’ on Obey, and very short-
ly when we get into title Il, we will be
able to vote for the Indian education
with the Coburn amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues
to vote ‘““no”” on the Obey amendment
that is coming up for a vote imme-
diately, knowing that you can vote
‘“yes’’ on the Coburn amendment to ac-
complish the same objective.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 143, noes 282,
not voting 9, as follows:

Abercrombie
Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Beilenson
Bereuter
Berman
Bishop
Bonior
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Cardin
Clay
Clayton
Clyburn
Coburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Conyers

de la Garza
DeFazio
Delauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Durbin
Engel
Eshoo
Evans

Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson

Allard
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clement
Clinger

[Roll No. 501]

AYES—143

Gephardt
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Gutierrez
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hayworth
Hinchey
Hoyer
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Lantos
Levin

Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
McDermott
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Minge

Mink

Nadler

Neal
Oberstar
Obey

Olver

Ortiz

NOES—282

Coble
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley
Costello
Cox

Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis

Deal

DelLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fowler

Fox

Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa

Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Rangel
Reed
Richardson
Rivers
Roemer
Rose

Roth
Roybal-Allard
Rush

Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Skaggs
Slaughter
Spratt
Stark
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Tejeda
Thompson
Thornton
Thurman
Torres
Towns
Tucker
Velazquez
Vento
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Williams
Woolsey
Wyden
Yates
Young (AK)

Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Geren
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde

Inglis
Istook
Jackson-Lee
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
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Kasich
Kelly

Kim

King
Kingston
Klink

Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
Martini
Mascara
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHale
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mcintosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran

Ackerman
Bono
Collins (MI)
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Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Orton

Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Payne (VA)
Peterson (FL)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Regula
Riggs
Roberts
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw

Shays
Shuster

NOT VOTING—9

Fields (TX)
Green
Hefner
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Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stump
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torricelli
Traficant
Upton
Visclosky
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise

Wolf

Wynn
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

Moakley
Reynolds
Tauzin

The Clerk announced the following
pair: On this vote:
Mr. Moakley for, with Mr. Bono against.

Messrs. DAVIS, FRELINGHUYSEN,
and HILLIARD changed
their vote from “‘aye” to “‘no.”’

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska and Mr. BER-
MAN changed their vote from ‘“no’ to

VOLKMER,

“‘aye.”’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GALLEGLY

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr.

offer an amendment.
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:

Amendment offered by Mr.

Chairman, |

GALLEGLY:

Page 34, line 24, strike ““$69,232,000”” of which

(1) $65,705,000

‘$52,405,000, to remain’’.
Page 34, line 25, strike ‘“‘technical assist-
ance’ and all that follows through ‘“‘controls,
and’’ on line 1 of page 35.
Page 35, strike lines 11 and 12 and insert:
*‘272): Provided”’.

Page 35, line 25, strike “‘funding:

shall  be””

and insert

and all

that follows through line 23 on page 36 and
insert “‘funding.”’.
Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Chairman, I am
offering this amendment as the chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Native
American and Insular Affairs.
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I am also offering this amendment
with the support of the ranking mem-
ber, the delegate from American
Samoa, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA.

My amendment, quite simply, would
cut $16.8 million for funding of the ob-
solete Office of Territorial and Inter-
national Affairs and its associated pro-
grams. The termination of this one Of-
fice will result in a 7-year savings of
$120 million.

In the previous Congress, a number of
my colleagues joined me in cosponsor-
ing legislation to abolish the office
which formerly administered islands
with appointed Governors and High
Commissioners. This should have taken
effect last October when the United Na-
tions terminated the U.S. administered
trusteeship.

Earlier this year, Secretary Babbitt
formally signaled that it was time to
turn the lights out at the OTIA.

As a result of this the Native Amer-
ican and Insular Affairs Subcommittee
conducted an extensive review and held
hearings to reexamine existing policies
affecting these island areas and also
concluded that now was the time to
terminate this Office. Subsequently,
the subcommittee as well as the full
Resources Committee passed H.R. 1332
with overwhelming bipartisan support.
We expect to bring this legislation to
the House floor very soon.

Finally, during our hearings, Gov.
Roy L. Schneider of the Virgin Islands
testified that ‘‘abolishing the Office
will save the Federal Government
money and will not harm the terri-
tories.”

The bottom line here, my colleagues,
is that we have an opportunity to end
a program which was begun when Alas-
ka and Hawaii were territories and
save the taxpayer $17 million.

I want to express my appreciation to
the chairman of the Interior Appro-
priations Subcommittee, my friend Mr.
ReEGcuULA, for his willingness to work
with me on this effort.

I urge my colleagues to support the
amendment and to join in a sub-
stantive action to streamline the Fed-
eral Government, advance self-govern-
ance, and save taxpayer funds.

| urge passage of the amendment.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, the committee mark
already poses a 22.5-percent reduction
that is already in the bill for terri-
torial programs. In addition, we have
eliminated the Assistant Secretary for
Territorial and International Affairs.
The bill takes the first steps. These are
additional steps being proposed by the
gentleman from California  [Mr.
GALLEGLY].

| urge that we adopt the amendment.
I think that the Territorial Office is an
anachronism in this period. It saves a
considerable amount of money. | think
it would be an excellent amendment
and an excellent thing for us to accept.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. REGULA. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.
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Mr YATES. Mr. Chairman, there are
a number of questions that require an-
swers. For example, we are told that in
eliminating the territories’ adminis-
trative fund, the Secretary of the Inte-
rior continues to be responsible for
nearly $2 billion; the current Treasury
balance is $310 million; that the future
funding mandatory is $1,603,000,000.
What happens to that money? Under
his amendment, what would happen to
that money? Can the gentleman answer
my question, or can somebody on that
side answer the question? The Sec-
retary now has $2 billion belonging to
the territories, for which he is respon-
sible. There is $310 million in the cur-
rent Treasury balance.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, | would like to ask
the proponent of this amendment, what
happens to the almost $2 billion which
is now with the Secretary of the Inte-
rior, which he is holding in trust for
the territories?

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. YATES. | yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Chairman, | am
happy to try to respond. We still have
25 people in the inspector general’s of-
fice that are prepared to administer
those funds. We no longer need the
OTIA to continue to provide that serv-
ice.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, do | un-
derstand the gentleman, then, to be
saying that the administration of the
territories will be moved to the inspec-
tor general’s office?

Mr. GALLEGLY. Only for the pur-
pose of auditing the funds.

Mr. YATES. Who will have the re-
sponsibility of supervising the terri-
tories, Mr. Chairman, until they have
their freedom?

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr.
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. YATES. | yield to the gentleman
from American Samoa.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Chair-
man, if | may respond, what the Sec-
retary of the Interior has done is ter-
minated the Office of Assistant Sec-
retary of Territorial and Insular Af-
fairs. In doing so, he is placing part of
the responsibility to his Assistant Sec-
retary for Budget and Planning. Within
the Office of Budget and Planning, | am
told that under the Deputy Assistant
Secretary and further down the line
there, he is going to establish an office
which is called the director that is sup-
posed to be keeping an eye, at least on
behalf of the Secretary, on whatever is
left to do with the territories.

What we are trying to do here, if |
might respond to the gentleman, the
Secretary of Interior made an an-
nouncement based on our hearing that
he was going to terminate the entire
Office of Territorial Affairs. | assume
that he is going to do it directly under
the auspices of his office and assist-
ants.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, | would
say to the gentleman, however, | do

Chair-
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not know how this would correct that
situation. In other words, what the
gentleman has been saying is the Sec-
retary of the Interior has just prac-
tically relieved himself of administer-
ing the territories.

Mr. GALLEGLY. If the gentleman
will continue to yield, the only thing |
would like to say is that we no longer
have trust territories. What we do have
are elected Governors, democratically
elected Governors of these territories.
We are absolutely convinced that the
territories really should have the right,
and we have the confidence that they
have the ability to self-govern.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. If the gen-
tleman will continue to yield, to re-
spond further to him, Mr. Chairman,
the Federated States of Micronesia, the
Republic of the Marshalls, and the Re-
public of Palau, are basically independ-
ent. Basically whatever funding Con-
gress provides for them as part of the
compact agreement is administered di-
rectly from the Secretary’s office. | as-
sume that it now falls in the respon-
sibility of the Assistant Secretary of
Planning and Budget.

0 1630

Mr. YATES. The gentleman from
American Samoa has just said the Sec-
retary of the Interior has moved re-
sponsibility for the Territories to the
Office of Planning and Budget.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. That is cor-
rect.

Mr. YATES. Do | understand that
your amendment will move supervision
of the Territories, such as remains,
from the Office of Planning and Budget
in the Secretary of the Interior to the
Office of the Inspector General?

Mr. GALLEGLY. No, it does not, |
say to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
YATES].

Mr. YATES. Where does it go, then?
If it is not to remain in the Office of
Planning and Budget, who will have su-
pervision?

Mr. GALLEGLY. If the gentleman
would yield further, we are in a new
era, | say to the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. YATES]. We no longer are op-
erating the way we have for the last
many years.

These Territories have elected Gov-
ernors and legislators. They have the
ability, and the time has come, as the
Secretary has said, to allow them their
own ability to self-govern. With the ex-
ception of the Northern Marianas,
there is a Delegate to the House of
Representatives, as is the case with the
gentleman from American Samoa [Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA]. Every one of the Ter-
ritories, with the exception of the
Northern Marianas, has a Delegate in
this body, and the Northern Marianas
has a democratically elected governor.

Mr. YATES. | continue to be con-
cerned about the administration of the
funding. Even though they are now
self-governing, what happens in the
even that there is a significant finan-
cial loss?

Mr. GALLEGLY. As | said to the gen-
tleman, they do have representation
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here in this body in the form of Dele-
gates and representation in the com-
mittee. | do not see that as a problem.
The Secretary of the Interior himself
says the time has come to turn out the
lights, and | am using his quote.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Chair-
man, | move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, | rise today in strong
support of Congressman GALLEGLY’S
amendment to title | of H.R. 1977, the
Interior appropriations bill.

Mr. Chairman, earlier this year, the
Committee on Resources had approved
by voice vote an authorization bill
(H.R. 1332) which will, among other
things, delete the position of Assistant
Secretary for Territorial and Inter-
national Affairs, terminate funding for
the Commonwealth of the Northern
Mariana Islands, terminate funding for
four territorial assistance programs,
provide multiyear funding for the terri-
tory of American Samoa, and add pro-
cedural improvements for the reloca-
tion of the people of Rongelap. H.R.
1332 will save the U.S. Government in
excess of $100 million over the next 7
years. Regrettably, the Appropriations
Committee has chosen not to accept
the approach adopted by the Resources
Committee.

Earlier this year the Secretary of the
Interior announced that he was going
to close the Office of Territorial and
International Affairs, within the De-
partment of the Interior. Later, as the
details became available, it became ap-
parent that the administration wanted
only to downgrade the office and re-
duce its size to approximately 25 peo-
ple.

Given that the territory of American
Samoa and the Commonwealth of the
Northern Mariana Islands are the only
territories in which OTIA is actively
involved, and given the increased level
of self-autonomy already provided to
the territories, | submit that 25 people
is much too large a staff for this office,
and believe it should be terminated or
cut substantially. While the four as-
sistance programs contained in the
President’s budget and the appropria-
tions bill have been useful in the past,
the time has come to terminate these
programs as well, and move forward in
our relations with the territories.

Mr. Chairman, the Gallegly amend-
ment is consistent with the budget res-
olution for fiscal year 1996 and consist-
ent with the actions of the authorizing
committee this year. In effect, the au-
thorizing committee, and the full
House are moving in one direction on
these issues, while the Appropriations
Committee is moving in another.

The Gallegly amendment cuts Fed-
eral spending, reduces Government bu-
reaucracy, and moves the administra-
tion of the U.S. insular areas toward
greater self-autonomy.

Chairman ELTON GALLEGLY and |
have been working on an authorizing
bill for the territories all year. Our ap-
proach has been approved by the Re-
sources Committee, and will be a sig-
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nificant change in insular policy for
our Government. This change has been
a long time in coming, but the time
has come.

Mr. Chairman, Congress’ move to-
ward reduced Federal spending is caus-
ing significant pain throughout our
Government. | am pleased that insular
policy is one area in which the author-
izing committee has achieved substan-
tial bipartisan agreement. Insular pol-
icy is not an area followed closely by
most of us, but those of us who work in
the area see this as a positive change,
and | urge my colleagues to support
the Gallegly amendment and conform
the appropriations bill to the budget
resolution and the action of the au-
thorizing committee.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
GOODLATTE). The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from California [Mr. GALLEGLY].

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. VUCANOVICH

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Chairman, |
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. VUCANOVICH: On
page 33 line 17 strike ‘67,145,000 and in lieu
thereof insert ““$75,145,000” and on line 18
strike ‘65,100,000 and insert in lieu thereof
*$73,100,000"".

Mrs. VUCANOVICH (during the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, | ask unanimous
consent that the amendment be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentlewoman from Nevada?

There was no objection.

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Chairman,
this amendment restores $8 million for
the Pyramid Lake water rights settle-
ment. Funds available from a previous
amendment which reduced funding
from the territorial assistance account
is sufficient to offset this amendment.

This water rights settlement is very
important to the constituents within
my congressional district. The final
payment for the Pyramid Lake settle-
ment is due next year, at which time
an agreement will be implemented to
supply much-needed water to the Reno-
Sparks area. It is my understanding
that the committee intends to fully
fund this program in time to consum-
mate this important water rights
agreement.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. VUCANOVICH.
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, our side
has no objection to this amendment.

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. | thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. VUCANOVICH.
gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, we have
no objection. This is an obligation of
the U.S. Government. We have freed up
the funds to do it because we are on a
very tight budget. We are pleased that
we are able to accept the amendment.

I yield to the

| yield to the
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Mrs. VUCANOVICH. | thank the
chairman very much. | urge the accept-
ance of the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Nevada [Mrs. VUCANO-
VICH].

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT, AS MODIFIED, OFFERED BY MR.
MILLER OF CALIFORNIA

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | offer an amendment, amend-
ment No. 32 printed in the RECORD, and
I ask unanimous consent that the
amendment be modified as set forth in
the amendment | have at the desk.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment and report the
modification.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MILLER of Cali-
fornia: Page 5, line 15, strike **$8,500,000"" and
insert $14,750,000".

Page 11, line 16, strike ““$14,100,000"" and in-
sert **$67,300,000"".

Page 17, line 21, strike ‘“$14,300,000’" and in-
sert ‘“$84,550,000"".

Page 17, line 26, strike *“$1,500,000" and in-
sert *‘$3,240,000”".

Page 47, line 23, strike ““$14,600,000"" and in-
sert ‘“$65,310,000"".

Page 55, line 5, strike *“$384,504,000" and in-
sert ““$200,854,000"".

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment, as modified, offered by Mr.
MiILLER of California: Page 5, line 15, strike
‘‘$8,500,000”” and insert ““$14,750,000"".

Page 11, line 16, strike ‘14,100,000"” and in-
sert **$67,300,000".

Page 17, line 21, strike ““$14,300,000"" and in-
sert *‘$84,550,000"".

Page 17, line 26, strike ‘“$1,500,000"” and in-
sert ‘‘$3,240,000"".

Page 17, after line 26, insert the following:

For expenses necessary to carry out the
provisions of the Urban Park and Recreation
Recovery Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 2501-2514),
$5,000,000.

Page 47, line 23, strike ““$14,600,000"" and in-
sert ‘“$65,310,000"".

Page 55, line 5, strike *“$384,504,000"" and in-
sert “‘$195,854,000".

Mr. MILLER of California (during
the reading). Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment, as modified, be considered as
read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the amendment is modified.

There was no objection.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, this amendment should be sup-
ported by all Members who care about
our national parks, national wildlife
refuges, national forests and public
lands. This is an amendment that
should be supported by those who care
about our parks and outdoor recreation
opportunities in our urban areas. No
doubt about it, this amendment di-
rectly benefits people in every congres-
sional district in this country.

The land and water conservation
fund is one of the most popular and
successful programs that our govern-
ment has run. Funded by a portion of
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the oil and gas revenues generated
from leasing Federal lands on the
Outer Continental Shelf, the land and
water conservation fund helps to meet
the increasingly heavy demand for
hunting, fishing, and recreation areas,
protects outstanding resources, and
preserves the Nation’s natural and his-
torical heritage.

In addition to Federal land acquisi-
tions, the fund provides for direct
grants to States for parks, open space
and outdoor recreational facilities.
Since 1965, over 37,000 State and local
grants have been awarded, totaling $3.2
billion. The States and localities have
matched this amount dollar for dollar
to acquire $2.3 million acres of park
land and open space and to develop
more than 24,000 recreation sites.

In fiscal 1996 there will be $11 billion
in this trust fund, yet unappropriated
for a lot of political reasons, but unfor-
tunately the short fund, the rec-
reational needs of this country.

My amendment would fund the Land
and Water Conservation Program at
the same levels that Congress appro-
priated in fiscal year 1995. In addition,
my amendment provides for $5 million
to fund the Urban Parks and Recre-
ation Recovery Program. The current
bill provides no funding for this pro-
gram.

My amendment would provide an in-
crease of $183 million over the $51 mil-
lion which is provided in the bill as re-
ported by the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

The increased funds for land and
water conservation provided in this
amendment are offset by a correspond-
ing $183 million reduction in the De-
partment of Energy’s fossil energy re-
search and development fund.

It is true that the budget resolution
which Congress has adopted calls for a
7-year freeze on Federal land acquisi-
tions, but 1 would remind my col-
leagues that this House also had voted
to abolish the Department of Energy,
and yet the bill before us today would
provide Department of Energy funding
for fossil fuel research to the tune of
$384 million. It is my understanding
that this research appropriation great-
ly in excess of the $220 million level
which the Committee on Science has
authorized in H.R. 1816. By contrast,
my amendment would bring the DOE
spending within the Committee on
Science limits by allowing $195 million
for DOE'’s fossil research programs.

This amendment presents a very real
question of priorities. In my view, the
national wildlife refuges, the national
forests, the public lands and the urban
park areas outweigh the need for the
excessive and above the level the Com-
mittee on Science recommends for
spending on DOE research for coal, oil
and gas, research which can and should
be done by those industries without
these Federal subsidies.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, | think the
amendment ought to be considered in
the context of the debate on the En-
dangered Species Act and the private
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property rights. Members recently
have received a July 10 ‘“‘Dear Col-
league” on the recent ‘‘Sweet Home”
Supreme Court decision on the Endan-
gered Species Act. In that ‘““Dear Col-
league,” the gentleman from Alaska,
the chairman of our committee, and
five other Members state that if we are
to have wildlife refuges and sanc-
tuaries, we should go back to the right
way of obtaining them, buy them or
pay them for the use of the land for ref-
uges.

We will debate the merits of the En-
dangered Species Act at length when
that legislation is reported to the floor.
But what we must understand, that
Members cannot continue to claim
that they think the right way to pro-
vide for these lands is to pay for those
private properties, which it is, and
then not provide the money to do so
when these lands are so important to
helping our urban areas, our suburban
areas and our rural areas meet the de-
mands for recreation and for public
space and to meet the needs of both en-
dangered species and habitat.

The Land and Water Conservation
Fund has a priority list of lands that
include bear habitat within the Kodiak
National Refuge, the Upper Mississippi
River National Wildlife Refuge in Min-
nesota, Wisconsin, lowa, and Illinois;
preserve the natural water flow pat-
terns for the critical Everglades Na-
tional Park in Florida; to promote the
outdoor recreation of the Appalachian
National Scenic Trail in Connecticut,
Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, New
Hampshire, New Jersey, and New York;
to protect the historical integrity of
the Gettysburg National Military Park
in Pennsylvania; to enhance the scenic
and natural values of the Santa Monica
Mountains National Recreation Area in
Los Angeles, the important national
forests of the greater Yellowstone area
in Montana; to help protect the salmon
streams and the national forests in Or-
egon and Washington; and to provide
resources to those urban areas who are
trying to reclaim the recreational op-
portunities for their youth in cities
throughout the country that are trying
to bring back the streets, a very suc-
cessful program where again local gov-
ernment has sought to participate far
in excess of the moneys that are avail-
able, and without these moneys they
simply will not be able to take care of
those urban resources and to fully fund
the backlog of acquisition and prob-
lems that we have.

We have people who are inholders
who want to get rid of their private
lands, who want the Government to
buy those lands. We have management
problems created in some cases by
those, but there is no money. This is
the great backlog that we continue to
discuss in this Congress where we con-
tinue to add to it. Hopefully we will
not continue to add to it in the new
Congress, but we ought to start getting
rid of it out of fairness to those land-
holders and those people who are con-
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cerned about the integrity of our natu-
ral resource system.

0O 1645

So those are the priorities. The Con-
gress can choose, as this bill does, to
force feed energy research in oil and
gas and coal far beyond the rec-
ommendation of the Committee on
Science, or we can take that excess
force feeding of those moneys and
apply them to very high-priority items
throughout the entire country to pro-
tect and preserve the environment, to
protect and preserve our national
parks, to protect and preserve our na-
tional forests, and to expand and pro-
tect and preserve the recreational op-
portunities for our citizens in our inner
cities and suburban communities and
small towns across the country.

That is the choice that this amend-
ment presents. It is neutrally funded.
It costs no more money than to force
feed this energy research. | would hope
my colleagues would choose their local
community that is requesting these
funds. | would hope they would choose
their local counties. | would hope they
would choose their local States and the
gems of the natural resource system of
this country, the national parks, the
national wilderness, and the national
refuge system of the United States.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, so the Members un-
derstand the issue here clearly, this
has an appeal, but let me say that the
House-passed budget resolution that
was adopted here some weeks ago, pro-
vided a 5-year moratorium on land ac-
quisition, because when we buy land,
we have to take care of it. If we buy
land, it means more people, it means
more of everything.

We are talking about trying to get to
a balanced budget in this Nation in 7
years. We cannot get to a balanced
budget by buying more than we can
take care of. That is the reason the
Committee on the Budget put a mora-
torium on land acquisition. This would
scuttle that moratorium totally and go
back to business as usual.

The statement was made that we are
force feeding programs in energy re-
search. Let me tell my colleagues
again, we have cut back considerably,
but we have contractual obligations.
We have a number of projects in fossil
energy research that have contracts
with the private sector. The private
sector is putting up anywhere from 50
to 75 percent of the money, which
means that they believe that these will
be successful.

I think it is a big mistake in terms of
national policy to cut back any further
on fossil energy research. We are going
to downsize it. We are going to get
down to the numbers of the authorizing
committee, maybe not as quickly as
they would but we are headed that
way. But we have to recognize our con-
tractual obligations. If we suddenly
pull our part of it out, we are subject
to lawsuits for failure to perform on
contracts that we have made.
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Let me also tell my colleagues that
we did put in $50 million in an emer-
gency fund for land acquisition. We
recognize that there may be parcels of
land that become available that we
should take advantage of. So, we do
have a cushion in the bill, in spite of
the fact that the Committee on the
Budget and the budget we passed called
for a moratorium on land acquisition.
The use of that money for land acquisi-
tion is subject to the reprogramming,
so it has to come back, in effect, to the
appropriate committees.

The reason we reduced land acquisi-
tion was to fund operations. The
money that might have otherwise been
spent on land acquisition is put into
the operations of the parks. We actu-
ally increased the operation money in
the parks over 1995.

We want to keep the parks open. We
want to keep the forests open. As | said
at the outset, these are must-do’s. We
must keep the facilities available to
the public and therefore we have flat-
funded them and used that money for
the operations that we normally would
have put in land acquisition, because
we have a responsible number on fossil
energy research.

I think what we have done represents
a balance. It represents the will of the
House as reflected in the budget adopt-
ed here. It takes care of operations,
and | do not think we ought to tamper
with it. These are nice to do. It would
be nice to go out and buy more land. It
would be nice to fund the UPARR Pro-
gram, but we cannot do it all when we
have a 10-percent cut and we can look
forward to more next year. We need to
avoid doing things that have substan-
tial downstream costs or otherwise we
cannot leave as a legacy for future gen-
erations a strong economy that would
be generated by a balanced budget.

Mrs MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. REGULA. | yield to the gentle-
woman from Hawaii.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman,
on that point about not wanting to sad-
dle the Federal Government with the
maintenance cost for new acquisitions,
I understand that motivation prompted
the Committee on the Budget, of which
I am a member, to put a freeze on the
purchase.

But the fundamental principle of the
land and water conservation fund, so
far as | am acquainted with it, is that
there are acquisitions made on a local
level and that the maintenance and the
care and the development of these
lands are basically turned over to the
counties and to the States for their as-
sumption of that future responsibility.
And all that the land and water con-
servation fund does is to provide the
moneys for acquisition.

So, we are not transferring. By ap-
proving this amendment, we would not
be transferring a future cost to the
Federal Government; is that not true?

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, the gentlewoman
from Hawaii is absolutely correct on
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the UPARR portion, but that is a small
part of this amendment. A great bulk
of what the gentleman from California
[Mr. MILLER] proposes to take out of
fossil energy research is going to land
acquisition on the national parks and
other land management agencies. A
very small part of what his amendment
would delete would go to the mission
that the gentlewoman from Hawaii
[Mrs. MINK] has described.

For that much of it, the gentle-
woman is correct. But to put over $200
million in land acquisition, obviously,
has to generate very substantial main-
tenance costs downstream for the U.S.
Government and that is the reason the
Committee on the Budget put a mora-
torium on additional land acquisition
and we tried to respond to the House-
passed budget.

(Mrs. MINK asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the requisite number
of words.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in very strong
support of the amendment of the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. MILLER],
because | feel that the set aside that
we so wisely did in putting aside these
oil exploration funds into this land and
water conservation fund was for the fu-
ture use and acquisition of these lands,
which are the precious acquisitions for
the entire country. It is not for one
particular State of locale; it is acquisi-
tions that go to the total assets of the
United States.

So | rise in very strong support of
this amendment and | hope that the
Members will agree and | yield to the
offeror of this amendment, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. MILLER].

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, the gentlewoman from Hawalii
[Mrs. MINK] raised the question, and
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA]
raised the question, about maintenance
costs. in many instances, the land that
is in the backlog waiting to be acquired
is held by private landowners in the
middle of a national forest, on the edge
of a national forest, or surrounded on
two sides or three sides or four sides by
a national forest.

These people want out. They are en-
cumbered by the fact that the forest is
there. The Forest Service or the Park
Service or the Refuge Service would re-
duce their operational costs and ad-
ministrative costs because of these in-
holdings. These people in many cases
have been standing in line for years
after year after year. We have heard
about them.

And this committee is struggling. |
do not doubt what they try to do every
year. This committee has struggled to
try to meet that demand. The gen-
tleman from Alaska [Mr. YouNG] and |
have sat in our committee and contin-
ued to make sure that they never whit-
tle the backlog down. the fact is, the
backlog exists. | think that with the
new Congress, the backlog is about to
not be added to, if | hear what is going
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on in our committee correctly. But we
owe it to those people who are waiting
to have their lands purchased.

And there is money available, but
there is not if we choose to use it in
the Department of Energy fossil fuel
research; again, which many of these
companies can do on their own and
have the availability to do.

It is a question of priorities. Let us
understand that in many instances,
this is about reducing administrative
costs in Park Service units, in Na-
tional Park Services, in wildlife refuge
units. So, it is not all about that.

This would give, obviously, the For-
est Service and the Committee on Ap-
propriations the ability to set prior-
ities, but let us get rid of some of this
backlog. It is not fair to these people
to just leave them hanging there as we
have purchased all the land around
them. | would hope that we would sup-
port the amendment.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman,
if the gentleman would yield to a ques-
tion from me, is not it true that this
backlog that the gentleman speaks of
are already acquisitions that the Con-
gress has already acted upon to some
extent? It is not as though we are com-
ing in with a new acquisition, a new
park idea or some new enhancement of
our environment. These are items that
have already been set down, but for a
variety of reasons, the land and water
conservation fund has not been tapped
to do this purchase.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, the gentlewoman is correct.
Many of these properties are subject to
congressional designation. Many these
properties have a cloud on their title in
one fashion or another because of what
has taken place around them. And the
question is do we start to whittle down
that backlog?

Let us understand something here.
There is $11 billion in the land and
water conservation fund and the agree-
ment was with the American people
that we would allow oil drilling off of
the coast of this country and we would
use those resources to add to the great
resource base of this country for recre-
ation and for public use.

That promise was never kept; not by
any Congress, not by any administra-
tion. It is a little bit of the kind of
fraud that we have sometimes around
the highway trust fund or the airport
trust fund. We put the money in there
and we say this is going to go for air-
port safety or this is going to go for
improved highways. But then somehow
this Congress starts dipping their fin-
gers into this trust fund or one admin-
istration or the other wants to make
the budget deficit smaller than it does.

Who are the victims? The victims are
the people who paid for the gasoline
that expected better roads and safer
roads. The victims are the people who
bought an airline ticket and expected
safer airlines. The victims are the peo-
ple who agreed to have this oil explored
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off their coast and said that the trade-
off will be that we will create this trust
fund.

We have been robbing this trust fund
for years. Now all we are suggesting is
that we authorize them to spend some
of the $11 billion. 1 do not think the
Committee on Appropriations in the
last few years has spent more than $100
million out of the trust fund for acqui-
sition.

That is how you get a backlog. You
lie to the American people. You lie to
the American people. All of these
things that are on this list for acquisi-
tion are because Members of Congress
thought they were terribly important
and voted to pass them. We ought to
keep faith with the American people,
faith with the budget process, and vote
for the Miller amendment. It is a hell
of a good deal.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong support of the Miller amendment to the
Interior appropriations bill which would add
$184 million for land acquisitions for preserva-
tion of our natural resources.

The Miller amendment attempts to restore
the land and water conservation fund [LWCF]
to fiscal year 1995 levels, through decreases
in fossil energy research to authorized levels
set forth by the Science Committee. There is
$11.2 billion surplus in the Treasury for the
LWCF. The Miller amendment appropriates a
mere 2 percent of this surplus.

The LWCF has been essential to the con-
servation in perpetuity of lands for recreational
use since 1965. Under LWCF, local commu-
nities and States have the opportunity, through
the fund's 50/50 matching grants, to directly
invest in parks and recreation in local areas.
A modest Federal role in the LWCF provides
States and local officials primary responsibility
and flexibility for such land acquisition and de-
velopment projects made possible by the fund.

The reduction in fiscal year 1996 appropria-
tions out of the LWCF represents a serious
threat to the promotion of America’s national
and historical heritage. My State acquired
under LWCF Hakalau National Wildlife Ref-
uge, the very first refuge for forest birds in the
country and a vital part of Hawaii's battle
against an endangered species crisis. Of the
128 bird species that originally nested in the
Hawaiian Islands, 58 have disappeared and
32 are on the endangered species list.

Habitat for endangered waterbirds has been
protected by the LWCF at the Kealia National
Wildlife Refuge on the Island of Maui, which
consists of 700 acres of wetlands.

The Fish and Wildlife Service, through the
LWCF, has worked with a private landowner
to secure the 164-acre James Campbell Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge, which contains habitat
supporting 35 species of birds making up the
largest population of waterbirds in Hawaii.

The LWCF funded the Oahu Forest National
Wildlife Refuge in the Koolau Mountain range,
which is on its way to being the first actively
managed habitat for Hawaiian endangered
and indigenous tree snails, birds, bats, and
plants.

The National Park Service has used the
LWCF to augment Hawaii’s two major national
parks—Hawaii Volcanoes National Park on the
Big Island and Haleakala National Park on the
Island of Maui.

Since 1965, the LWCF has funded more
than 37,000 projects with more than half of
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these projects invested in urban and suburban
areas. To keep the fund at the level in H.R.
1977 would be to rob countless communities
across the Nation of the ability to continue de-
veloping projects for which substantial sums
have been invested, good faith commitments
have been put into place with willing land-
owners, and timetables have been congres-
sionally authorized.

| urge my colleagues to cast their votes in
favor of the Miller amendment to restore fund-
ing for land and water conservation fund ac-
quisitions for purposes of conservation.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, | move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, | reluctantly, but en-
thusiastically, rise in opposition to the
amendment of the gentleman from
California [Mr. MILLER]. Much of what
the gentleman said is true, but let us
keep in mind that these properties that
we were supposed to be purchasing
were set off limits by another Con-
gress.

In fact, if we look at the GAO report,
which | requested with the gentleman
from California [Mr. PomBo], that was
reported in 1995, we purchased in 1993,
through the agencies, a little over
203,000 acres of land. The Forest Serv-
ice purchased 72,000; the LM 27,000; the
Fish and Wildlife, 82,000; the National
Park Service, 22,000.

What we have done in the past, and |
will respectfully say, we have now
hopefully addressed that issue with a
commission that will look at our
parks. We hope to come forth with an-
other recommendation that we do not
constantly create these units without
proper scientific research and input.

Mr. Chairman, | happen to agree that
there is $11 billion in the fund to buy
these properties. We have not. We have
used them. All administrations, includ-
ing this one, have used these moneys to
balance the budget, or other purposes
than what they were collected for.

But more than that, we have stopped
drilling off shore too. There is no drill-
ing taking place in the United States,
other than in the Mexican gulf. There
is a little off of Alaska. There is none
around the United States and | do not
think anybody here is advocating that.
None in Florida. I am not saying that.

What | am saying is that the gen-
tleman from Ohio said that we did on
this side, | am saying this for our Mem-
bers, agreed to a budget target to bal-
ance it by a certain time.

So, Mr. Chairman, | am going to re-
quest, respectfully, we vote no on the
gentleman’s amendment, although
much of his argument is correct as to
how this has been misused. But | do be-
lieve if we want to reach that target,
we should reject the amendment, sup-
port the chairman of the committee,
and go forth with our business.

O 1700

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, | move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong sup-
port of this amendment.

You know, over and over again we
have heard Members of the 104th Con-
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gress speaking very vocally, obviously
very enthusiastically, in favor of pro-
tecting private property rights, and |
do the same myself.

But we have heard them say if you
want to protect endangered species liv-
ing on private lands, then buy the land.
In fact, | got this interesting dear col-
league letter from people on both sides
of the aisle really saying the same
thing. Well, this House has passed leg-
islation requiring that the Federal
Government purchases property at a
landowners’ request if the Government
impacts its value more than 50 percent.
But here we are, we have this bill
which is just gutting the very account
that would allow us to acquire land.

So | would say to Members who are
concerned about private property
rights, | would say let us put our
money where our mouths are. There
are numerous examples of property
owners ready, willing to sell their land
to the Federal Government so that we
can protect fish and wildlife.

In Oregon, we have landowners along
the Siletz and Nestucca Rivers who
want to sell some of this region’s most
productive wetlands in order to provide
habitat for bald eagles, snowy white
plovers, and at-risk of salmon. That is
great. We have a willing seller, a will-
ing buyer, we have a good idea.

Farther north on the Columbia
River, the endangered Columbia white-
tailed deer is a shining example where
you have a good management plan, you
can take the animal off the endangered
species list. We need a little more land
to make sure that that habitat is
there.

We have willing sellers. We need the
money in this account to do that. Now,
land acquisition, it seems to me, is a
most cooperative, nonintrusive way to
protect both the endangered species
and private property rights.

At a time when divisiveness has para-
lyzed many resources issues, land ac-
quisition provides us with that win-win
solution that we are all looking for.

It is hypocritical to claim that you
want to preserve the rights of private
landowners or that you want to pre-
vent species train wrecks, and then
turn around and cut the funding for the
land acquisition. If you colleagues sup-
port private property rights, and if you
support the prevention of extinction of
species, you have a great opportunity
here.

Vote ‘“‘yes” on the Miller amend-
ment. It is a win-win situation.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, | move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman and my colleagues, |
rise in very strong support of the
amendment by my colleague, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. MILLER].

I think it would be a very sad mis-
take for this new majority to miss an
opportunity, and that opportunity is
really to provide the preservation of
some of our natural lands in this coun-
try.

You know, these bills that we are
looking at provide, and this particular
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legislation provides, opportunity to
spend money on surveys and studies
and administration. But, really, what
do we leave the next generation?

| tell you that we cannot do anything
that would be more lasting for the next
generation than to invest this small
amount of money on preservation of
lands, many of them endangered,
throughout the United States.

Let me speak from a personal stand-
point. 1 and my family lived, and |
grew up, in Miami, and | saw what hap-
pened to the Everglades there, how
they became neglected and how we did
not take the time to preserve that
area.

I now have the opportunity to rep-
resent central Florida, a beautiful area
that has natural bodies of water and
hundreds of lakes, and that area is en-
dangered. You know, we have the Ocala
National Forest to the north. The
State has preserved some land around
the urban areas. This area is impacted
by tremendous growth, and we have
the opportunity to acquire some land
in a Federal-State partnership, and
that money is not available, and that
is sad and that is tragic because the
same thing | saw happen as | grew up
as a young man now is taking hundreds
of millions, billions, of dollars to re-
store the Everglades. And because we
did not make the investment that we
needed, we may never get another
chance.

| have a photo of the area that | am
talking about, the St. John’s River, in
my district, $15 million from the State,
$15 million from the Federal. But we do
not have a penny in this bill for land
acquisition, and that is wrong, and it is
wrong for this side of the aisle to reject
this amendment. Because this should
be a priority, and we will not get an-
other chance to save these lands.

So | urge my colleagues to look at
this. A lot of the things we say here
will not make any difference, but
something we do here will make a big
difference, and that big difference is
preserving this land and these natural
preserves for the future.

We should be investing in that. | am
one of the most fiscally conservative
Members in the entire House of Rep-
resentatives, according to voting
records, so | come here speaking not to
spend money idly, not to spend money
on pork projects, but to spend and
make an investment in the future so
we can leave a legacy for our children.

So | strongly—I strongly advocate
passage of this amendment.

I had an amendment in here just to
add a few more dollars to this, and |
commend the gentleman for adding the
many more dollars that can be well
spent and well expended in the national
interest, in the public interest and in
the interest of our children.

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MICA. | yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Chairman, | want
to commend the gentleman’s state-
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ment, and | say to him, he need not
worry, as | am sure he knows, about
putting his conservative credentials at
risk. The proposition on behalf of
which he speaks is the most profoundly
conservative proposition that could
possibly come before us. It is literally
conservative. It is conservative; it is
conserving those things of greatest
value to us and future generations.

The gentleman speaks for the best
heritage of his party. | hear Teddy
Roosevelt and Gifford Pinchot in his
voice, and | commend him.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MICA. | yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. MILLER of California. | want to
thank the gentleman for yielding.

His State is exactly the kind of State
that needs this acquisition because
they are going through an incredible
transition to try to hold onto one of
the world’s great resources, and to do
so, they need the cooperation of farm-
ers and cities and private landowners
and homebuilders and others, and they
have worked out a State plan. They
have tried to patch this together so
that they can protect the Florida Keys,
they can protect the Everglades, and
they can protect the economy in the
northern end of that ecosystem.

But they need help in land acquisi-
tion because people are willing to help
but, as so many have said on both sides
of the aisle, they want to be paid. They
cannot just give away their families’
assets. But those assets, in some cases,
in central Florida and elsewhere, are
farm lands that are productive but
they are key if we are going to save
Florida Bay, the Keys, and this great
ecosystem.

I really want to commend the gen-
tleman and thank him.

Mr. MICA. | thank the gentleman for
his leadership. | regret that | take this
position. | know the committee and the
chairman have done a great job.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. MicA] has
expired.

(At the request of Mr. REGULA and by
unanimous consent, Mr. MICA was al-
lowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MICA. | yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, is the
gentleman aware that we have funded
the 1995 level on the south Florida eco-
system? We are very aware of the prob-
lems.

Mr. MICA. Yes. | do not speak, sir, to
the south Florida ecosystem. | am
talking about the ecosystem of the
United States and the investment that
we are making. These are so few dol-
lars compared to the whole budget and
to the money that is spent on studies
and surveys and administration.

We will never get another chance,
and what | would like to avoid is the
mistakes that were made in south

July 13, 1995

Florida that | saw as | grew up in south
Florida. So again, | strongly urge my
colleagues who talked about property
rights, about preservation, about envi-
ronment and being strong supporters,
to come forward and to support this
amendment.

And | regret that | take a position in
opposition to you and the committee.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, for years this body
has tried to purchase land when they
had no money to buy it, and not only
no money, they were in arrears of bil-
lions of dollars paying for land that
they have already taken, and then they
go ahead and try to buy more.

The last Congress, the same gentle-
men that are arguing took 3% million
brand-new acres in the California
desert plan. They took in Mojave about
1.4 million acres, in Death Valley, they
took 1.5 million acres in Joshua Tree,
totaling over 3.5 million acres. They
did not have the money then to man-
age it, and then what happens is people
go on this list. They say, ‘““Do not leave
these people in this position.”

Well, when you try to buy land and
you do not have the money in the first
place, not only in our Congress but for
the last 20 years, and you go billions of
dollars in the hole and then you take
people on that list and you do not let
them improve their property, you do
not let them do certain things to it and
the value goes down and then you come
in and say, ‘““Now, we want to give you
fair market value, which is probably 10
percent on your buck,” that is wrong.

Even in the California desert plan,
they are coming up with odd ways to
keep people out of it by not even let-
ting them use the current roads that
access the California desert.

You say it is wrong to leave these
people in there. Well, look who put
them in there in the first place. You
need to be able to pay for the land that
we have. Over 50 percent of California
is owned already by the Federal Gov-
ernment, and we are billions of dollars
in just the operations.

The chairman is trying to put the
money in the operations to manage the
systems that we have that are also in
arrears.

We need to take a look at what is
fairness and access. Yes, there are
needs for the environment, and there
are certain areas, we have got an area
in Carmel Valley | would love to be
able to purchase. As a matter of fact,
the builders will sell it to us. We do not
have the money to do it. | would love
to. But we are so many billions of dol-
lars behind, I am going to have hard
trouble finding it. It would be a good
area because it connects all the things
that you want to in endangered spe-
cies. It gives corridors, it gives areas
where we can protect those things.

I would love to help work with you to
get the dollars for it, but we do not
have it, and if we keep doing this and
we keep taking governmental land and
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making new land and not being able to
pay for it, that is wrong, too, by put-
ting private property rights at risk,
and that is why most of us are against
this.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. 1| yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. MILLER of California. | say to
the gentleman, you know, you brought
up the California desert. That was al-
ready Federal land. We changed the
management structure from BLM to
the National Park Service.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. There are 3.5
million acres of brand-new land in
that. The total was about 7 million
acres.

Mr. MILLER of California. No, no.
Those are public lands already owned
by the United States.

Let me say this is not unique.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. What about
Catellus?

Mr. MILLER of California. This
backlog, Catellus, is not in it. This

backlog is not unique to the Demo-
crats, because the majority on our
Committee on Resources just reported
out a $5 million new national park. I
mean if we are really serious about no
backlog and whittling down the back-
log, let us whittle down the backlog.
Let us not add to this. This is money
the taxpayers have deposited in a trust
fund that they believe that was going
to be utilized to take care of whatever
that valuable piece of property you de-
scribed or some other ecosystem of the
United States.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. There are lands,
I would say to the gentleman from
California, that | would love to work
with the gentleman on, especially in
our jewel State of California, that |
think we can still say that cannot be
used, that we would not be violating
those private property rights.

I think the chairman has done a good
job in acquiescing to the point that we
need to support the current systems
that we have and maintain the oper-
ations.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, will
gentleman yield?

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. 1| yield to the
gentleman from Florida.

Mr. MICA. One of the things that
concerns me is that we do not have
funds available for land acquisition for
Florida, for example, or for the situa-
tion that you have described. How
would you propose that we get those
funds? | share all of your concerns.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. The first thing, |
would not give $5 billion to the former
Soviet Union when they are building
submarines. | would not give money to
Haiti that can sit there for the next
years, and we are spending billions of
dollars there. We are looking into So-
malia. We are going to spend billions of
dollars there. There are a lot of areas
this Congress could do it. We are not
doing it. | think the chairman, with
the limited resources he has, has done
a good job.

the
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Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, | move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from California [Mr. MILLER].

As | was listening to the debate on
this, obviously | think a lot of people
are talking by one another with
records to what the gentleman from
California [Mr. MILLER] is proposing.

What he is proposing is to try to keep
the commitments that we have made
with regards to purchasing lands that
are already mostly and already have
been designated by this Congress, and
these are lands obviously within parks,
within the forests, within other areas
which are very sensitive, which gen-
erally, in fact, of course, when the land
management agencies, whether it is
Fish and Wildlife Service or any of the
others that are to be extended some
extra dollars under this or given such
authority, it is a willing-seller, willing-
buyer basis.
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And | just wanted to point out that
these are already decisions that have
been made, so, the gentleman from
California, when these lands are avail-
able in Carmel, or wherever we are
talking about that are sensitive lands,
this is the opportunity to do it. We
have set aside this fund. We set aside
over $1 billion a year from land water
conservation moneys and historic pres-
ervation, and it comes out of the re-
sources that were pumping the oil out,
that we are using up our natural re-
sources, and the commitment that has
been made is that we would take those
dollars and put them back into build-
ing a legacy for the future, for the next
generation, in terms of these special
lands that have been designated by
Congress.

And the fact of the matter is that we
are not, we are not, keeping that com-
mitment. Those dollars are being taken
out of the offshore oil and gas reserves
and expended in other ways. We tried
to do that to insulate it from the type
of decisions that we are dealing with
when we are dealing with human in-
vestment programs and foreign aid pro-
grams so that we could have that par-
ticular program be inviolate. Today we
are $11 billion behind in terms of that
fund that is available until expended,
so that is where we are at, and we are
not going to catch up with it, we are
not going to deal with this important
legacy, with these commitments.

I can think of parks in my own State
that have been designated some 25
years ago which still have inholdings.
We have willing sellers, willing buyers,
and they are waiting. They are waiting
for the Federal Congress, for us, to ap-
propriate the money so that they can
begin to negotiate and to purchase
these particular inholdings. We have
people literally from Alaska to Flor-
ida, from California to New York, that
basically these commitments have
been made, and these parks exist, and
it is very complicated.
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| say to the gentleman, You talk
about administrative costs. You try to
administer something when you have
lands within that are not public lands
within these parks, willing sellers. You
are gravely complicating the costs of
administering those particular lands
under those circumstances.

So the Miller amendment would take
this money out of other accounts and
provide it so that the States would be
able. Here is a very good program
where the States have cooperated in
partnership, where urban areas would
receive a small amount of money and
where the Federal Government, our
forests, our parks, our Fish and Wild-
life Service areas, and the BLM which
is buying sensitive riparian lands in
their areas so that they have the water
to go with the lands, are on a willing
seller, willing buyer basis purchasing
these particular sites so that we could,
in fact, have a meaningful program and
protect the legacy of the next genera-
tion.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. VENTO. | yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman mentioned that we had com-
mitments. Commitments in what way?
Do we have contracts with landowners,
or is the gentleman just simply saying
these are within the boundaries of the
parks or forests as the case might be?

Mr. VENTO. Reclaiming my time, of
course they are within the boundaries
of places like the VVoyageurs where peo-
ple have lands, of course, because they
are within parks. We do not want them
to develop it. They are in abeyance.
They are holding it. We are building in
controversy here. We are, as the gen-
tleman knows, obviously causing
greater problems.

As the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
MicA] has mentioned, he has seen in
Florida the type of problems that have
envolved where we made special com-
mitments to the purchase, and nothing
is more important than the all right
purchases in an honest way.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, will
gentleman yield?

Mr. VENTO. | yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. MICA. In fact, would not the gen-
tleman view this as a pro-property-
rights amendment because we have
told so many people out there that we
are going to pay for their land, and, if
we deprive them of the right to use
that land, that is fact that this is a
pro-property-rights amendment, that
the questions of access, the questions
of takings and other issues that have
been raised here—would not the gen-
tleman say that they are in fact false
issues because we are talking about
whether or not we have any funds to
acquire these lands?

Mr. VENTO. | think the gentleman
makes a very, very good point. | think
the reason we have the issue of
takings, the limitation on land is ag-
gravated greatly by the fact the Fed-
eral Government—

the
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO]
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. VENTO
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. VETO. Mr. Chairman, just to
conclude, | think that the reason we
have the problems in terms of the Fed-
eral Government and its contact with
landowners, whether it is in Alaska or
other places, is because we are not
keeping our commitments with regards
to these sensitive lands and these pro-
grams. It has led to the types of prob-
lems that we have seen in the sort of
solutions that are very—are not work-
able but nevertheless are being ad-
vanced simply on an off-and-on emo-
tional basis, so | hope today—I think
we should be able to come together,
and put the dollars up there where the
commitments have been made to honor
basically the contracts we made when
we designated these lands, and to help
in the efficiency and proper adminis-
tration, whether it is parks or other
public lands. Giving these dollars to
the Federal Government under the con-
ditions and strictures that have been in
place, the Committee on Appropria-
tions has to approve each one of these
particular purposes. | say to my col-
leagues, ‘“You have got absolute con-
trol over this in terms of the reporting
requirements which many of us would
object to, but that is the case, so |
think you can rest assured that these
dollars will be spent well. |1 think we
should trust our States and work in a
cooperative and a collaborative man-
ner with them on these programs
which we have made commitments to
rather than pulling the rug out from
under them which this bill does today
without the Miller amendment.”

Vote for the Miller amendment.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
this amendment and all amendments
thereto close in 10 minutes and that
the time be equally divided.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. REGULA] will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes, and the gentleman
from California [Mr. MILLER] will be
recognized for 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. REGULA].

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. PomMBO].

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me, and it is quite entertaining to lis-
ten to this debate and the poor-mouth-
ing that is going on about the poor peo-
ple, the poor Federal Government, that
has not been able to purchase land. |
think that the facts may surprise a few
people.

Out of 650 million acres that the Fed-
eral Government currently owns, 35
million acres have been bought in the
last 20 years, 35 million acres.
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Now the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
Mica] talks about Florida and areas
that he would like to protect in Flor-
ida, and granted they may be areas
that need to be protected and maybe
should be bought and set aside as a pre-
serve, or a wildlife habitat, or a wilder-
ness area for that matter, but in look-
ing through the GAO report, the Fed-
eral Government owns 4 million acres
in the State of Florida already.

Now is all this 4 million acres land
that the Federal Government should
own, or maybe should some of it be
sold so some money could be gathered
up to purchase the land?

I think that it is extremely impor-
tant that we realize that the Federal
Government is adding land every year,
not just purchasing land every year,
but we are authorizing them to pur-
chase more.

It was brought up by the gentleman
from California [Mr. MILLER] that we
approved a new park recently which I
did not happen to agree and think was
that great an idea. | think that maybe
we ought to look at all the parks we
have right now and decide whether or
not they are all that we have.

But we have 650 million acres of Fed-
eral land. There is absolutely no reason
why we cannot sell off some of that
Federal land to purchase some of these
sensitive environmental areas, some of
these areas that would be ideal endan-
gered-species habitat or wilderness
areas.

As the gentleman knows, in my
State, 50 percent of which the Federal
Government owns, we have enough
Federal land. We would be willing to
sell some of our land to purchase some
sensitive areas.

I think that we have to really look at
what we are talking about doing here
instead of continuing to add more and
more Federal lands.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 3 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, just to get this all to-
tally in focus | say to my colleagues,
“If you voted for the budget resolution,
it had a moratorium on land acquisi-
tion so you should be against this
amendment.”’

We have already cut fossil energy re-
search. This really decimates it. | say
to my colleagues, ’‘If you don’t care
about our energy future, or our energy
independence, or our national security,
then you’re not going to worry, but I
think it is important. We have to bal-
ance out the needs.”

The reason we are not buying a lot
more land is that we do not have
enough money to take care of what we
have, and, therefore, | think it does not
make a lot of sense to buy additional
land. We could generate revenues with
offshore drilling in California and Flor-
ida, but | suspect that the proponents
here that would like to buy more land
and have more money are opposed to
offshore drilling.

I would also point out when we did
the rescission we found millions of dol-
lars that have been appropriated that
have not yet been spent.
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One last thing:

We provide in the bill that the agen-
cies can do land exchanges with private
for public to adjust the boundaries, and
that offers them an opportunity to get
lands that are needed without spending
more money or without taking on addi-
tional responsibilities.

| believe we have a very responsible
approach in this bill. I would strongly
urge my colleagues to vote against this
amendment. We do not want to deci-
mate fossil energy research. We do not
want to buy more land. Already more
than 38 percent of America is owned by
the Federal Government, and we
should use these lands for productive
purposes. We have great lands that we
need to enhance and operate effec-
tively, and to take on more responsibil-
ity makes it impossible to get to the
kind of deficit lowering that we want
to see in the future.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO].

Mr. VENTO. Well, Mr. Chairman, the
fact is that we already take in the
money from the offshore oil and gas.
Opening up more would not get us the
money because it is being diverted to
some other place. | know we talk about
what was in the budget resolution. The
budget resolution abolishes the Depart-
ment of Energy, abolished it. That is
where this money is being taken from,
is from the Department of Energy. The
question is we have had a lot of these
paper promises in terms of delivering
the money. As far as the Federal Gov-
ernment is concerned, we have given
away 200 million acres of land in the
last 30 years. We have given it away,
and that is fine. That is appropriate in
terms of many of the laws we have, so
there is nothing wrong with that in
terms of what we purchase. We are
buying the sensitive riparian areas, the
areas that have the endangered species,
trying to round out the ownership for
the parks, the BLM, so that we, in fact,
can avoid the types of conflicts and re-
duce the administrative costs, and we
need to have a funding account here
with these dollars for reasonable land
purchases which are approved by the
chairman of the appropriations sub-
committee, and | know they have done
good work in the past and they will do
it in the future. We can count on them
to properly screen and filter these pur-
chases. Vote for the Miller amendment.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Montana [Mr. WILLIAMS].

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, |1
want my colleagues to understand we
have a several-hundred-million-acre
backlog here, and this money is greatly
needed. We are not doing the job now.

Now by the way, these are private
landholders who are trying to strike
agreements, and some of them have
waited a very long time, and they will
expect that their Government is going
to follow through on its commitments.
The money that the gentleman pro-
poses to put back in will only bring us
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up to a level where we still have a sev-
eral-hundred-billion-acre backlog, but
at least it will not get worse.

For the good of habitat in this coun-
try, for the good of wild lands in this
country, for the good of wild rivers in
this country, and for the good of pri-
vate land holders who want to help and
expect the Federal Government to keep
the agreements that have been made
with them please support this amend-
ment.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield myself the balance of my
time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. MILLER] is recog-
nized for 3 minutes.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man and members of the Committee,
this is about priorities. This budget
resolution froze land acquisition. It
also abolished the Department of En-
ergy. One of the reasons it abolished
the Department of Energy, | suspect,
was we have already put $8 billion into
this fossil fuel research, and we have
gotten bupkiss out of it. We have got-
ten a huge debt out of it. Here is one of
the wealthiest industries in the world
who makes huge financial decisions
about research, about exploration,
about development and the hundreds of
billions of dollars, and we are telling
ourselves we believe in the market-
place, so to speak, but they are only
$200 million of taxpayers’ moneys away
from a breakthrough. They could not
do it on the first 8 billion, and actually
it is far more than that. That is just
the last 5 or 6 years, $200 million.

So, | say to my colleagues, ‘“‘Choose
the priority. You can choose land ac-
quisition and protection for the na-
tional parks and the wildlife refuges, or
you can choose to force-feed $200 mil-
lion more than the Committee on
Science tells you that they are pre-
pared to see this organization spend,
and this adds to the $8 billion you have
tried to force-feed in terms of energy
development.”’

Now, you said abolish the Depart-
ment of Energy. But apparently when
it is gone, the subsidy to these cor-
porate clients will continue to be left.
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So this is about priorities, this is
about stark choices, and this is about
decisions. When your constituents ask
you why don’t you run the government
like a business, it is because you are
feeding business $200 million they do
not need, do not want, and do not find
in their priorities. If this was a prior-
ity, they would be spending money on
it. They are out in deep waters in the
Gulf, they are in Russia, they are in
the Middle East, they are in
Kazakhstan, they are in China, and
they are in Vietnam. And we are, like
fools, sitting here saying, ‘““Oh, will you
do some energy research in the United
States of America?”’

Let’s choose the ecosystem of Amer-
ica. Let’s choose the national parks.
Let’s choose the refuges, let’s choose

our urban park land, the families and
recreation and the 300 million visitor
days that will take place this summer,
as we sit here and debate, by people
who have chosen our national parks,
chosen our seashores, chosen our ref-
uges, chosen our national forests. Give
them a hand. Give them a hand. Exxon,
Chevron, Shell, Phillips, these boys,
they will figure it out themselves.
They always have. Vote for the Miller
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. MILLER],

as modified.
The question was taken;
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-

peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE
Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | de-

mand a recorded vote.
A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 170, noes 253,

not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No 502]

AYES—170
Abercrombie Harman Payne (NJ)
Ackerman Hastings (FL) Payne (VA)
Andrews Hilliard Pelosi
Baesler Hinchey Peterson (FL)
Baldacci Hoyer Ramstad
Barcia Jacobs Rangel
Barrett (WI) Jefferson Reed
Bass Johnson (SD) Richardson
Becerra Johnston Rivers
Beilenson Kelly Rose
Bereuter Kennedy (MA) Roukema
Berman Kennedy (RI) Roybal-Allard
Bishop Kennelly Rush
Boehlert Kildee Sabo
Bonior Kleczka Sanders
Borski Klug sanford
Brown (CA) Lantos Sawyer
Brown (FL) Lazio Saxton
Brown (OH) Leach Schroeder
Bryant (TX) Levin Schumer
Cardin Lewis (GA) Scott
Clay Lincoln Serrano
Clayton LoBiondo Shavs
Clement Lofgren Sk Y
Clyburn Longley aggs
Collins (IL) Lowey Sla_ughter
Conyers Luther Smith (NJ)
de la Garza Maloney Spratt
DeFazio Manton Stark
DelLauro Markey Studds
Dellums Martinez Stupak
Deutsch Martini Tanner
Dicks Matsui Thompson
Dingell McCarthy Thornton
Dixon McDermott Thurman
Doggett McHale Torkildsen
Engel McKinney Torres
Eshoo Meehan Torricelli
Evans Meek Towns
Farr Menendez Tucker
Fattah Meyers Velazquez
Fazio Mfume Vento
Fields (LA) Mica Visclosky
Filner Miller (CA) Volkmer
Flake Mineta Ward
Foglietta Minge Waters
Forbes Mink Watt (NC)
Fox Moran Waxman
Frank (MA) Morella Weldon (FL)
Franks (NJ) Nadler Weldon (PA)
Furse Neal Williams
Gejdenson Oberstar Woolsey
Gephardt Obey Wyden
Gibbons Olver Wynn
Gilman Owens Yates
Gutierrez Pallone Zeliff
Hamilton Pastor Zimmer

NOES—253
Allard Bachus Ballenger
Archer Baker (CA) Barr
Armey Baker (LA) Barrett (NE)

and the
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Bartlett
Barton
Bateman
Bentsen
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehner
Bonilla
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley
Costello
Cox

Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis

Deal
DelLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Durbin
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Flanagan
Foley

Ford
Fowler
Franks (CT)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa

Frost
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske

Bono
Coleman
Collins (MI)
Fields (TX)

Gekas
Geren
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson-Lee
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kim

King
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
Lucas
Manzullo
Mascara
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mcintosh
McKeon
McNulty
Metcalf
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Mollohan
Moorhead
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
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Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz

Orton
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Regula
Riggs
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth

Royce
Salmon
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stokes
Stump
Talent
Tate
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Traficant
Upton
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Watts (OK)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise

Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—11

Green
Greenwood
Hefner
Moakley

O 1755

Montgomery
Reynolds
Tauzin

The clerk announced the following

pairs:

On this vote:
Mr. Moakley for, with Mr. Bono against.

Messrs.

HORN, TAYLOR of Mis-

sissippi, BENTSEN, and Ms. JACKSON-
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LEE changed their vote from ‘‘aye’ to
“no.”

Messrs. GILMAN, DE LA GARZA, and
PETERSON of Florida, Mrs. KELLY,
and Messrs. FOX of Pennsylvania,
SAWYER, ZELIFF, BRYANT of Texas,
and LONGLEY changed their vote from
‘N0’ to “‘aye.”

So the amendment, as modified, was
rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. NEUMANN

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Chairman, |
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. pro tempore (Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska). The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. NEUMANN: Page
12, strike lines 4 through 8.

Page 12, strike lines 21 through 25.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent that debate on this
amendment and all amendments there-
to close in 20 minutes and that the
time be equally divided.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, reserving
the right to object, the gentleman from
California feels very strongly about
this. He is willing to agree to 30 min-
utes, 15 minutes on each side, if that is
agreeable.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, | with-
draw my unanimous consent request.

Mr. Chairman, | ask unanimous con-
sent that debate on this amendment
and all amendments thereto close in 30
minutes and that the time be equally
divided.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state
his understanding of this request. The
time for debate on the pending amend-
ment and all amendments thereto shall
be limited to 30 minutes, equally di-
vided and controlled by the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. NEUMANN] and the
gentleman from Washington [Mr.
Dicks].

Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. NEUMANN] will be
recognized for 15 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from Washington [Mr. DICKS]
will be recognized for 15 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. NEUMANN].

O 1800

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, | want to thank the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM]
for joining me as a cosponsor in this
bill. We have bipartisan support for
this bill.

Mr. Chairman, our Nation stands $4.8
trillion in debt. We will overdraw our
national checkbook this year alone by
over $200 billion. Our children and our
grandchildren are counting on us to
stop spending money that we do not
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have. We must start prioritizing
ourspending habits. This amendment
would cancel the expenditure of $800,000
of taxpayer money to be spent on ele-
phants, tigers, and rhinoceroses. | care
about wildlife and | sure do not want to
see elephants, tigers, or the rhinos be-
come extinct.

The Neumann-Stenholm amendment
would not mean that elephants, tigers,
or rhinos would become extinct. In
fact, the African elephant fund has col-
lected over $4.5 million since 1991 in
private contributions. The taxpayers of
the United States have added $3.7 mil-
lion since that time. This amendment
simply turns off the use of Federal tax
dollars for this purpose. These pro-
grams and activities are properly left
for private foundations, not to be paid
for by the U.S. taxpayers.

Some people here in Washington
would have us believe that $800,000 is
not worth worrying about. Let me re-
spond. | understand it take $1 per day
to keep a starving child alive in some
of these same foreign countries. That
means we could use these same tax dol-
lars to keep 2,100 starving children
alive, rather than spend the money to
preserve tigers, elephants, and rhinos.

We have told our senior citizens that
Medicare is broke, and it is. The fact of
the matter is that by the year 2002 the
Medicare system does not have enough
money to pay its bills. We have told
them there is no extra money to put
into the system. | would like to know
how we are going to explain this sort of
an expenditure to those same senior
citizens.

Our Nation is counting on this new
Congress to solve the financial prob-
lems facing our country today. This is
just one small step in restoring fiscal
responsibility so as to preserve this
great Nation of ours. | urge the passage
of this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, | yield 7
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BEILEN-
SON] who has been one of the most
knowledgeable Members of this institu-
tion on these very important programs.
I strongly support these programs, as
he does.

(Mr. BEILENSON asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong opposi-
tion to the Stenholm-Neumann amend-
ment, which would eliminate all fund-
ing for the African Elephant Conserva-
tion Fund and for the rhinoceros and
tiger Conservation Fund.

Mr. Chairman, | also want to say at
the outset that | hope we have not
reached the point around here where
every good and useful thing that we
have ever done, or every program, no
matter how successful and useful, is
automatically suspect, and automati-
cally subject to being eliminated just
because it costs some money, even if it
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is a very, very small amount of money,
such as in the case we are discussing
here today.

These two programs, tiny as they
are, hold the best hope, perhaps our
only hope, of saving from extinction
three of the world’s most venerated
creatures. The decision by Congress to
eliminate these programs could have
terrible consequences that we would
never have the chance to reverse.

The amendments being offered, de-
spite the fact that the bill already cuts
the elephant fund to $600,000, half the
money of this year’s appropriation,
only half the amount requested by the
administration, it also cuts the rhino
and tiger fund by $200,000, half the
amount required by the administra-
tion, so along with virtually every-
thing else in this bill, because of budg-
et constraints, these programs are al-
ready being cut by 50 percent with the
committee bill.

For the very minor amount of sav-
ings that would be gained by this
amendment, a total of $800,000, its en-
actment would deal a potentially cata-
strophic blow to our efforts to save
three species of animals that are on the
brink of extinction, and would harm as
well many other species which benefit
from these programs.

There are fewer than 11,000 rhinoc-
eroses left in the wild today. There are
fewer than 6,000 tigers left in the wild
today. The numbers of these two crea-
tures have declined rapidly in recent
years because of the demand for their
parts and the poachers who supply that
demand. There may well be no rhinoc-
eroses at all, no tigers at all, left on
the face of the earth in the next few
years’ time, except perhaps for a few in
the zoos, and they will not last very
much beyond a few additional years.

Mr. Chairman, | personally, and 1
hope the Members also, find that inex-
pressibly sad and potentially tragic. |
believe that our modest efforts to save
these species are well worth the mere
$800,000 that we are arguing over here
tonight. Although all tiger subspecies
and all rhinoceros species have been
listed as endangered for many years,
the prohibition on trade of these ani-
mals has not been well enforced in
some countries where their parts are
believed by man to have medicinal
value. Because of the strong cultural
belief in the rhinoceros’ and tiger’s cu-
rative powers, it has been an extremely
difficult and complex task to eliminate
trade in these species.

However, as the plight of the tiger
and rhino has grown increasingly seri-
ous, so too has our response. Last year
the President imposed trade sanctions
on wildlife products from Taiwan,
which was the first time the United
States has ever opposed such sanctions
for trade in the Endangered Species
Act. Those sanctions were lifted re-
cently in recognition of the progress
Taiwan has made in combatting trade
in endangered species, but the situa-
tion still requires close monitoring
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In tandem with that effort, toward
the end of last year Congress author-
ized the rhinoceros and tiger Conserva-
tion Fund. We knew from our success-
ful experience in slowing the decline of
the African elephant that we could
stop the decline of rhinos and tigers by
providing assistance to other countries
that they need to conserve these ani-
mals. The fund would provide grants to
foreign governments and nonprofit
groups that develop rhino and tiger
conservation projects. In addition, pri-
vate donations could be accepted and
used for approved projects.

This is an example, Mr. Chairman,
with the rhinoceros there has been
some success in efforts to form new
herds from scattered individual rhinos
and remaining members of herds that
have been decimated. If they are
brought together in suitable habitat
with greatly increased security, in
time, group bonds form and a new herd
can be established. Unfortunately,
rhinos all live in developing nations,
which simply do not have the resources
to undertake this kind of preservation
effort on a sufficiently large scale to
ensure the recovery of the species.

Mr. Chairman, we have had a decent
amount of experience with such pro-
grams. Mr. Chairman, we have had a
decent amount of experience with these
programs, because the rhinoceros and
tiger fund is modeled on the successful
African Elephant Conservation Fund
that has been in existence since 1989,
and is the other program which would
be eliminated entirely by this amend-
ment.

The gentleman from Texas [Mr.
FIELDS], who unfortunately cannot be
here today because of a death in the
family, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. STuDDS], and I, concerned by
the catastrophic decline of the African
elephant whose numbers plummeted
from 1.5 million to about 400,000 just in
the decade of the 1980’s, were the co-au-
thors of that bill, which President
Reagan signed into law about 6 years
ago.

Under that program, with a rel-
atively modest amount of funding, less
than $1.2 million a year, the United
States has supported 55 projects in 15
African countries, many of which are
extremely poor and desperately need
the scientific and antipoaching assist-
ance that we and other nations have to
offer to help them manage their ele-
phant populations. In fact, the ele-
phant program has been perhaps the
most successful effort ever undertaken
anywhere in the world to ensure the
preservation of a species in its native
habitat.

Because of our leadership and con-
tributions to the international coordi-
nating group, every range country in
Africa now has a short-term and a
long-term conservation plan and we are
all actively engaged together in efforts
to implement that plan. Elephant pop-
ulations now have been stabilized for
the first time in recent memory, in the
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last 6 years, at about 400,000, the level
they were at the end of the 1980’s.

In addition, the elephant fund helps
protect other species as well, because
elephants play an enormous role in the
ecosystems they inhabit, take up an
enormous amount of space and area.
Anything we could do to conserve them
conserves other species who live in
those same spaces.

Most importantly and finally, Mr.
Chairman, our efforts have served as a
catalyst in generating major contribu-
tions and technical assistance from
nongovernmental organizations, from
other donor nations such as Japan and
several western European nations.

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, | be-
lieve, and | hope Members do too, it
would be unspeakably tragic if three of
the most wondrous and beloved crea-
tures on earth, creatures we have al-
ways thought of as part of our world,
were no longer in existence. The trag-
edy would be greatly compounded if in
the years to come our children and
grandchildren, looking back at this
time, saw that one major reason these
creatures were no longer part of their
world was because back in 1995, the
Congress of the greatest, most power-
ful, and wealthiest Nation of the world
refused to spend a mere $800,000 to help
to try to save them.

I know it is not a lot of money, I
know it is easy to make fun of such a
program, | think it is terribly impor-
tant what we are embarked on here. We
are not asking a lot of help. It is being
cut by one-half anyway. | urge my col-
leagues to defeat this amendment and
do what the people of this country, if
you were to ask them, would want us
to do: help preserve these magnificent
creatures.

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH], the Speaker of
the House of Representatives, and per-
haps one of the finest people in the
United States of America.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, |1 would be
delighted to yield an additional 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Georgia,
the Speaker, if he would so choose.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH] is recog-
nized for 4 minutes.

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Chairman, let
me just say that | very much appre-
ciate the graciousness with which my
colleague, the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin, yielded time to me.

Mr. Chairman, this is an amendment
which means well, but | think does
wrong. This is a very small amount of
money, but it is symbolically very im-
portant, and symbolically important in
part for the signal it sends to people,
particularly in Africa and Asia, about
whether or not the United States is
prepared to reach out and be helpful.

I want to confess up front, from a Re-
publican standpoint | have some con-
cern for elephants, but as a person, and
maybe this is because of my own phy-
sique, | have a particular affection for
rhinoceroses. | happened to have helped
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the Atlanta zoo get two rhinos. | do not
want anyone on this side of the aisle to
start making all the obvious compari-
sons.

However, | will say that when we
think about the gesture we are mak-
ing, and this has already been modified
by the subcommittee in a way which |
thought was very helpful in moving to-
ward raising private sector funds and
in making sure that we had to get in-
volvement from the private sector, but
I think that for this tiny amount of
money, we are helping maintain an ef-
fort on behalf of some large mammals,
all of which are severely threatened
and all of which could disappear, lit-
erally be gone, unable to ever again
find them in the wild. Frankly, we are
learning more and more about just how
difficult it is to reintroduce large ani-
mals, because they do not learn the
habits in zoos of being capable of sur-
vival.

Therefore, | would simply say to all
my friends, we have done a lot to cut
spending this year. | am eager to get to
a balanced budget. Most of us have ac-
tually voted for a massive cut in over-
all spending. We have proven we are
committed to fiscal conservatism. This
is a very tiny, very good series of pro-
grams which are not only important
for ourselves, but which | believe send
a signal; and I will tell all of the Mem-
bers, when we look at some of these
countries that are very poor, and they
have suppressed poaching, and they
have suppressed that, if you look at the
value of a rhinoceros horn and you are
a poor villager in southern Africa, look
at the value of an elephant tusk, look
at the value of a tiger skin, and look at
countries which have voluntarily im-
posed on their own local people eco-
nomic deprivation in order to sustain
these species so that our children and
our grandchildren can have a chance to
see some of the most magnificent ani-
mals in the modern era; and then to
say that we are going to allow them to
disappear, and join that dinosaur skull
I have in my office and be extinct, for
$800,000 total, it just seems to me that
there are lots of places to find savings.

We have found vastly more savings, |
would say, with the help of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin, we have found
more savings from the legislative
branch, we are finding savings every
week in the executive branch, and we
will continue to work to find places to
cut, but | would urge all of the Mem-
bers, if this comes to a recorded vote,
to join together in sending a signal to
these poor countries in Africa and
Asia, that this is a project they ought
to have courage to stay with, that we
want to stay with them in making it
possible, and then some day, 20 or 30
years from now, if the rhinoceros still
survives in the wild and the tiger still
survives in the wild and the elephant
still survives in the wild, you can feel
like, hey, this was a nice thing to do
for the human race.

Frankly, | think it is the kind of
thing that, occasionally we ought to
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just stop; we do not have to cut mind-
lessly just because we want to get to a
balanced budget.

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr.
yield myself 1% minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I would just like to
add two things to what the Speaker
says. First, | have the greatest respect
for the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives. | would like to agree with
him that this is clearly a symbolic
vote, and that it clearly does send a
message to the people of the United
States of America as well as to foreign
countries.

This is a question about whether we
are going to cut back on programs or
zero programs out. We have made the
efforts to cut back on this program, |
concur. The question now is whether
we are going to go ahead and zero out
programs, as opposed to just cut them
back.

Chairman, |

0 1815

The Republican Party has talked a
lot about zeroing out programs, and |
would concur that this is a symbolic
vote. | would also add that passing this
amendment is not designed to termi-
nate the programs to preserve ele-
phants, rhinoceroses or tigers. It is
simply an effort to say that the United
States tax dollar should not be used for
that purpose. We in this Nation need to
reach the point where Government
does not keep doing for others what
others ought to be doing for them-
selves.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. STEN-
HOoLM].

(Mr. STENHOLM asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in support of the Neumann-Sten-
holm amendment to H.R. 1977, the Inte-
rior appropriations bill for fiscal year
1996. First, 1 would be remiss if | did
not commend the gentleman from Wis-
consin for taking the lead on this issue.
He is serious about deficit reduction
and | am pleased to be a part of this
small effort with him.

Our amendment is simple; it is about
budget priorities. Our Nation currently
has a $4.8 trillion debt. Medicare, Med-
icaid, education, agriculture, and many
other important programs are being
forced to make painful cuts due to a
significant reduction in their funding.
Yet this bill proposes sending nearly $1
million to Africa and other countries
for preservation of elephants, tigers,
and rhinoceroses.

The folks in my district tell me it is
time that the Federal Government set
reasonable budget priorities for their
hard-earned tax dollars. While the pres-
ervation of exotic animals is a worthy
goal, which | support wholeheartedly, |
do not believe that sending $800,000 to
Africa for this purpose meets the test
of a reasonable budget priority.

I certainly do not oppose the com-
mon sense protection of endangered
species. Many species have been saved
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and some are even flourishing now due
to protection of their habitats. Our
amendment will not mark the end of fi-
nancial support for the African ele-
phant, rhinoceroses or tigers. Over the
past 5 years, outside groups have do-
nated money for preservation of these
species and their habitats totaling over
$4.5 million.

Due to our current budgetary crisis,
we are being forced to cut many, many
good programs. The issue is not wheth-
er it is a good idea to preserve the
habitats of elephants, rhinoceroses,
and tigers in Africa and other coun-
tries. The issue is whether this is a cur-
rent budget priority on which to spend
American tax dollars. In this case,
there is obviously significant interest
and willingness to help from outside
groups—they have done and are doing a
great job of raising money for this pur-
pose. To the extent possible, | believe
we should encourage the private sector
to provide funding for these types of
projects. As a matter of fact, if those
who are busy lobbying against this
amendment spent the same amount of
time, energy and money on fundrais-
ing—everyone would win.

Interestingly, the Federal Govern-
ment does not currently compensate
U.S. landowners whose use of their
property is restricted due to the in-
habitation of an endangered species. By
law, these landowners cannot disturb
an endangered species habitat even if it
is on their private property. Therefore,
the financial cost of protecting a do-
mestic endangered species often falls
on everyday U.S. citizens. Yet, at the
same time, we send American tax dol-
lars to foreign countries for the pur-
pose of protecting an endangered spe-
cies and its habitat. This simply does
not make sense.

The Neumann-Stenholm amendment
makes good sense. | urge my colleagues
to support this fiscally responsible
amendment.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. PALLONE].

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Chairman, just
very quickly, | have a great deal of re-
spect for the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. STENHOLM] and the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. NEUMANN], but I
have to disagree with them strongly on
this issue and certainly agree with
what the Speaker said.

The gentleman from Wisconsin men-
tioned children and the gentleman
from Texas mentioned education. |
cannot think of anything that is more
important in a sense, in an overall
sense for children and education, than
trying to preserve the species. If any-
body, and | am sure many of you have,
have ever taken your children to a zoo
to see elephants or rhinoceroses, the
type of pleasure children get out of see-
ing those species, so many of the pro-
grams that children watch on TV,
whether it be cartoons or educational
programs, have elephants, rhinoceros
and tigers. There is really a great thrill
that children get in seeing the species,

July 13, 1995

the animals themselves, as well as see-
ing the representations on TV.

I think the bottom line here is that
these species are seriously threatened.
A small amount of tax dollars will only
help these nonprofit associations raise
money. For the small amount of money
we are talking about here, | think it is
wisely intended, and we should oppose
this amendment.

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. REGULA].

Mr. REGULA. | thank the gentleman
for yielding me the time.

Mr. Chairman, the Speaker was very
eloquent in opposing this amendment,
and | would only add an ‘‘amen’” to
what he had to say. The request we re-
ceived from the President was for $1.6
million and it was well-justified. How-
ever, in putting our bill together, we
recognized we had to cut back as much
as possible. So we cut the President’s
request in half, and that is what is in
the bill today.

There has been an enormous decline
in the rhino population, the tiger popu-
lation, the elephant population. Many
of us can remember as children first
learning about these species in reading
the National Geographic, and we want
our children and our grandchildren and
great-grandchildren to likewise have
the experience of knowing about these
kind of animals.

We spent last year $69 million here in
the United States on endangered spe-
cies. The rhinos and the tigers and the
elephants are more than just the Afri-
cans’ possessions; they belong to all of
us. They are part of our heritage and
part of our natural cultural experience.
We go to the zoos, we take our children
to the zoos, our grandchildren, to see
these animals. If they were to become
extinct, it would be a tragedy for all of
the people of the world.

These countries are poor. They do
not have the resources. Of course, as
was mentioned, the sale of the rhino
horns and other things are an attrac-
tive thing for poachers. The way we
have structure this, it requires a 2-to-
1 match from the private sector. We
provide $1, we get $2 from the private
sector. Generous people, all over the
United States, who care, are contribut-
ing.

?Would urge my colleagues to vote
against this. This is a wonderful in-
vestment. When you think we spend $69
million on endangered species, and
here we are talking about a mere
$800,000 which will be multiplied many
times over by the countries where
these animals are indigenous by the
private sector contributors. | cannot
say as eloquently as the Speaker how
important this is for the preservation
of these species.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. GILCHREST].

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Chairman, | think everyone in
this room knows what HIV is, and that
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it leads to AIDS. HIV
immunodeficiency virus.

It has just been discovered by a gen-
tleman from Maryland that cats, cats
in the wild, have FIV, that is feline
immunodeficiency virus. They got it
about 200 million years ago and
through the course of time they have
developed a resistance to FIV. Cats
some time ago gave it to monkeys,
SIV, simian immunodeficiency virus,
and they gave it to humans. If we lose
the wild cats in the wild, we will not
have any sense of understanding about
how they were able to balance HIV
with not getting AIDS.

It is important, | think, for us to
have some sense of preservation for
these wild animals. | urge a ‘““no’’ vote
on this particular amendment. If we
want to understand the nature of na-
ture and preserve the quality of life for
people, let’s contribute just a few dol-
lars which will add up to big bucks
later.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-

is human

tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. BREw-
STER].
(Mr. BREWSTER asked and was

given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in opposition today to the Sten-
holm-Neumann amendment eliminat-
ing funding for the Rhino and Tiger
Protection Act.

This funding was secured last year as
a result of efforts by Congressman
JAcK FIELDS and several members of
the Congressional Sportsmen’s Caucus.
This funding is vitally important to
the international efforts to rehabili-
tate the populations of these two spe-
cies of animals.

| believe the question we are facing
today goes much deeper than whether
or not the U.S. should fund efforts to
protect a foreign species. The question
we are facing today is whether or not

the United States should force un-
funded mandates on other govern-
ments.

Until last year, the United States

had mandated Rhino and Tiger man-
agement principles to countries in Af-
rica without providing funding for
those mandates. While we are at it, |
might as well mention what those
mandates are.

As a result of domestic laws such as
the Endangered Species Act, the Unit-
ed States has unilaterally dictated to
African countries what management
principle they can or cannot use. Con-
trolled sport hunting in many coun-
tries is the best and/or only way of pro-
ducing revenues for the management of
their domestic wildlife. We have told
these countries that they cannot use
hunting, which is a scientifically prov-
en and successful wildlife management
tool. Because of our unilateral threats,
these countries have no way to fund
their wildlife management without our
support.

We have no more right to send an un-
funded mandate to a foreign country
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than we do in sending an unfunded
mandate to the State of Oklahoma or
the city of Chicago.

Vote no against the Neumann-Sten-
holm amendment.

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. ANDREWS].

(Mr. ANDREWS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, |
thank my friend the gentleman from
Wisconsin for yielding me the time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment proposed by my friends the
gentlemen from Wisconsin and Texas. |
do not doubt for one moment the im-
portance of wildlife management and
preservation. | do not doubt for one
moment the sincerity of the commit-
ment of the Members who oppose this
amendment. But | do not doubt for one
moment that a huge majority of our
constituents if asked to review our pri-

orities in this case would want us to
vote for the Neumann-Stenholm
amendment.

The test that | think Members ought
to use here, Mr. Chairman, is what I
call the supermarket checkout line
test. If this Saturday, Mr. Chairman, a
Member were home in his or her own
district and had to stand in the super-
market checkout line on Saturday
morning and look one of their neigh-
bors in the eye and explain to them
why they had voted to spend their tax
money on this program at a time when
we are considering ways to spend less
on reading teachers in the public
schools, on the acquisition of public
lands, on public health research in this
country, | do not think there are many
of us, Mr. Chairman, who could do
that.

There is sincerity in this program,
but there is not priority. It is a rel-
atively small number, but it is a rel-
atively big principle.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Neumann-Stenholm amendment.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDREWS. | yield to the gentle-
woman from New Jersey.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, |
want to take this opportunity to asso-
ciate myself with the gentleman’s re-
marks. | think he has hit the nail right
on the head, if not the rhino, that this
is not a priority, particularly when we
have cut back so dramatically on open
land in our own State and our own Na-
tion. | thank the gentleman for his
comments.

Mr. ANDREWS. | thank my friend
the gentlewoman from New Jersey, and
I urge a “yes’” vote on the amendment.

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Chairman, | re-
serve the right to close. Do | have the
right to close?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Washington [Mr. Dicks] as a rep-
resentative of the committee has the
right to close.

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself the balance of my time.
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. NEUMANN] is rec-
ognized for 2 minutes.

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Chairman, |
would just like to reiterate that this is
somewhat of a symbolic vote, a mes-
sage to the people of the United States
that we are serious about changing the
spending practices here. No one that |
have talked to in this questions the im-
portance of maintaining and preserving
endangered species, preserving rhinos,
elephants and tigers. No one is ques-
tioning that whatsoever. What is being
questioned here is whether U.S. tax
dollars should be used for that purpose
or whether private funding should be
doing that. Our children and our grand-
children are counting on this Congress
to change the practices of the past, to
zero out programs that we can no
longer spend money on. If we had the
money to spend on this program, it
might be a fine program. We do not.
Our checkbook is overdrawn. It is time
we stopped spending money in this
country that we do not have.

I would just close with a statement
to reiterate, that it is time that the
people in this Congress start sending a
loud and clear message to the people of
this country that the U.S. Government
cannot keep doing for others what oth-
ers ought to be doing for themselves.

Mr. Chairman, | yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

0O 1830

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, | would
just say, again, | think the Speaker hit
the right tone this evening. This is a
very modest amount of money to help
preserve the African elephant, the rhi-
noceros and the tiger. The gentleman
from California [Mr. BEILENSON] |
think, made a very impassioned plea.

I would urge the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. NEUMANN], | would hope
in deference to the speaker, that he
would withdraw his amendment. But if
not, | would hope we could have a voice
vote, vote this amendment down and
follow the wise counsel of both the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BEILEN-
SoN] and the Speaker.

Mr. Chairman, | yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. NEUMANN].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, | de-
mand a recorded vote, and pending
that, | make the point of order that a
quorum is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

Mr. STENHOLN. Mr. Chairman, |
withdraw my point of no quorum.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair an-
nounced that pursuant to clause 2, rule
XXI11, he will reduce to a minimum of
five minutes the period of time within
which a vote by electronic device if or-
dered, will be taken on the pending
question following the quorum call.
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Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent that we not have a
quorum call and we go immediately to
a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has al-
ready announced the absence of a
quorum.

The Chairman announced that pursu-
ant to clause 2, rule XXIII, he will va-
cate proceedings under the call when a
quorum of the Committee appears.

Members will record their presence
by electronic device.

The call was taken by electronic de-
vice.

QUORUM CALL VACATED

The CHAIRMAN. One hundred Mem-
bers have appeared. A quorum of the
Committee of the Whole is present.
Pursuant to clause 2, rule XXIII, fur-
ther proceedings under the call shall be
considered as vacated.

The Committee will resume its busi-
ness.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand of the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM] for a re-
corded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 132, noes 289,
not voting 13, as follows:

[Roll No. 503]

AYES—132
Allard Hayes Payne (NJ)
Andrews Hayworth Payne (VA)
Armey Heineman Petri
Baker (CA) Herger Pickett
Barton Hilleary Poshard
Browder Hilliard Quinn
Brownback Hobson Radanovich
Bryant (TN) Hoekstra Ramstad
Bunning Holden Riggs
Burr Hostettler Roemer
Camp Johnson, Sam Rogers
Canady Jones Rohrabacher
Chabot Kasich Roukema
Chambliss Kennedy (MA) Royce
Chapman Kennedy (RI) Salmon
Chenoweth King Sanford
Christensen Klink Saxton
Coble Klug Scarborough
Coburn Kolbe Seastrand
Collins (GA) LaHood Sensenbrenner
Condit Largent Shadegg
Cooley Latham Shuster
Costello Lewis (KY) Sisisky
Cramer Lincoln Skelton
Crane Lipinski Smith (MI)
Crapo LoBiondo Smith (NJ)
Cubin Lucas Smith (WA)
Danner Manzullo Souder
Dickey Martini Stearns
Doyle Mascara Stenholm
Duncan McHale Stockman
Dunn McHugh Stump
Emerson Mclnnis Tanner
Ewing Mclintosh Tate
Fields (LA) McNulty Taylor (MS)
Ford Metcalf Thornberry
Franks (NJ) Mfume Thurman
Funderburk Minge Tiahrt
Ganske Montgomery Traficant
Graham Myrick Watt (NC)
Hall (TX) Nethercutt Weldon (FL)
Hancock Neumann White
Hansen Norwood Young (FL)
Hastings (WA) Parker Zimmer

NOES—289
Abercrombie Ballenger Bateman
Ackerman Barcia Becerra
Archer Barr Beilenson
Bachus Barrett (NE) Bentsen
Baesler Barrett (WI) Bereuter
Baker (LA) Bartlett Berman
Baldacci Bass Bevill

Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Bunn
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Cardin
Castle
Chrysler
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Combest
Conyers
Cox

Coyne
Cremeans
Cunningham
Davis

de la Garza
Deal
DeFazio
DelLauro
DeLay
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Durbin
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Engel
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Filner
Flake
Flanagan
Foglietta
Foley
Forbes

Fox

Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Furse
Gallegly
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman

Bono
Collins (MI)
Fields (TX)
Fowler
Green

Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hefley
Hinchey
Hoke

Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde

Inglis
Istook
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E.B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennelly
Kildee

Kim
Kingston
Kleczka
Knollenberg
LaFalce
Lantos
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lightfoot
Linder
Livingston
Lofgren
Longley
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McDermott
McKeon
McKinney
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Meyers
Mica
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Mineta
Mink
Molinari
Mollohan
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Nadler
Neal

Ney

Nussle
Oberstar
Obey

Olver
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Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pastor
Paxon
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Regula
Richardson
Rivers
Roberts
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose

Roth
Roybal-Allard
Rush

Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schaefer
Schiff
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Shaw
Shays
Skaggs
Skeen
Slaughter
Smith (TX)
Spence
Spratt
Stark
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Talent
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thompson
Thornton
Torkildsen
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Tucker
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Waters
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Williams
Wilson
Wise

Wolf
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates
Young (AK)
Zeliff

NOT VOTING—13

Greenwood
Hefner
Martinez
Moakley
Reynolds

Solomon
Tauzin
Volkmer
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Ms. HARMAN, Ms. PELOSI, and Mr.
HOKE changed their vote from ‘‘aye”
to “‘no.”

Messrs. ZIMMER, STUMP, EWING,
CRAMER, HERGER, SALMON, SAN-
FORD, STEARNS, and Ms. DUNN
changed their vote from “‘no”’ to “‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall
No. 503, | was absent due to the death of a
friend.

Had | been present, | would have voted
“no.”

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. UNDERWOOD

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, |
offer an amendment.

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. UNDERWOOD:
Page 37, insert before the colon at the end of
line 7 the following: *“, and $4,580,000 for im-
pact aid for Guam under section 104(e)(6) of
Public Law 99-239"".

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, may | inquire, if
I might, about the possibility of a
unanimous consent agreement? Would
the gentleman be willing to limit the
time on this to 10 minutes on a side?

Mr. YATES. If the gentleman will
yield, until we hear from the leader-
ship, we are not going to agree.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield to me to explain to
the membership what the situation is?

Mr. Chairman, | move to strike the
last word.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Guam [Mr. UNDERwWOOD] controls
the time. He has an amendment pend-
ing before the body. The gentleman
from Guam has 5 minutes.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, could | ask
the gentleman from Guam [Mr.
UNDERWOOD], with the understanding
that he would be given 1 additional
minute of time, if he would yield to me
so | could respond to the gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. KOLBE] in a con-
structive way?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the gentleman from Guam [Mr.
UNDERWOOD] has 1 additional minute.

There was no objection.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | think
Members should simply understand
there are discussions going on right
now between the leadership on both
sides of the aisle to try to find some
way to get out of here at a reasonable
time tonight. We have been asked,
until those discussions are over, if we
could just continue going in the regu-
lar order to keep things as calm as pos-
sible, and | would hope that shortly we
could get an agreement on time for the
remainder of the title.

Mr. KOLBE. If the gentleman from
Guam would yield to me to respond,



July 13, 1995

and | would certainly ask unanimous
consent for time if he needs more time,
would the gentleman yield?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Arizona.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, | under-
stand those discussions are going on. |
was just trying to expedite what |
thought was an amendment we did not
need to spend an awful lot of time on,
so we could continue moving on.

Mr. OBEY. So as not to inflame peo-
ple’s tempers on arguments over time
limits at this point.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Guam [Mr. UNDERWOOD] is recog-
nized for the remainder of his time.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I
present this amendment. It is designed
to reprogram funds to reimburse the
government of Guam for expenditures
on behalf of immigrants from three
newly created independent nations in
1986.

By way of background, three coun-
tries were created out of the former
trust territory of the Pacific Islands,
and the United States negotiated a
treaty with each government, allowing
unrestricted immigration to the United
States.

In 1986, three new nations were cre-
ated out of the trust territory of the
Pacific Islands, and unrestricted in-mi-
gration was allowed into the United
States. These are the only countries of
the world that have that right, and by
virtue of Guam’s proximity, most of
the immigration has been to the island
of Guam, so that today approximately
6 percent of our population is composed
of these immigrants.

At the same time that these nations
were created out of congressional ac-
tion in recolonizing the trust territory,
Mr. Chairman, an obligation was made
to the people of Guam that any edu-
cational and social costs attendant to
this in-migration would be paid for. In
the course of over 8 years some $70 mil-
lion has been expended by the govern-
ment of Guam on behalf of these immi-
grants, and to date only $2% million
has been spent. My amendment re-
quests $4%2 million, and this is in ac-
cordance with an administration re-
quest earlier this year. It is bipartisan
in nature, and it is supported by the
chairman of the Subcommittee on In-
sular Affairs and Native Americans.

0O 1900

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?
Mr. UNDERWOOD. | yield to the gen-

tleman from California [Mr.
GALLEGLY].
(Mr. GALLEGLY asked and was

given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman from Guam [Mr.
UNDERWOOD] is correct. As the chair-
man of the subcommittee, | stand in
strong support of the gentleman’s
amendment. It is fair.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. UNDERWOOD. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. GILMAN],
chairman of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, | rise to
support Mr. Underwood’s amendment
to provide Guam with immigration im-
pact assistance.

This amendment would provide $4.58
million to assist Guam in meeting the
demands of new immigrants to have
settled in Guam. | wunderstand the
amendment is within the budgetary
caps, and seeks to carry out a program
authorized by Public Law 99-239 the act
which set forth the Compact of Free
Association between the United States
and the Federated States of Micronesia
and the Republic of the Marshall Is-
lands.

Given our recognition of these States
formally in 1986, it makes sense for
them to take part in determining the
priorities for federally funded pro-
grams. Accordingly, | urge support for
Mr. UNDERWOOD’s amendment.

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

(Mr. MINETA asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-

marks.)
Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong support of the Underwood

amendment and urge my colleagues to
join me in voting to uphold the com-
mitment of the Federal Government to
the citizens of Guam.

In adopting the 1986 Compact of Free
Association with the Federated States
of Micronesia, the Republic of the Mar-
shall islands, and the Republic of
Palau, the Federal Government made a
promise that Guam would be reim-
bursed for the costs associated with un-
restricted immigration from the Freely
Associated States.

Unfortunately, that promise was not
kept until last year when the Congress
appropriated $2.5 million for fiscal year
1995. Having just begun to live up to
our promises, we should not back out
now.

Mr. Chairman, we have all too often
overlooked our responsibilities and our
promises to the peoples of our Pacific
Islands Territories.

By adopting the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Guam, we can
take a small step toward reversing that
record.

It is a step well worth taking.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
voting ‘“‘aye’ on the Underwood amend-
ment.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. | yield to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. MILLER],
the ranking member of the Committee
on Resources.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | want to strongly support this
amendment offered by the gentleman
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from Guam [Mr. UNDERwWOOD] and again
tell the House that this is neutral. He
has taken the money that we have
saved by closing—a portion of the
money from OTIA, and it is a very im-
portant amendment, badly needed, and
I hope the House will support it.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, |
would like to clarify this amendment
takes advantage of savings made ear-
lier by the amendment offered by the
gentleman from California  [Mr.
GALLEGLY] in which the Office of Terri-
torial and International Affairs was
closed and in which technical assist-
ance money is reprogrammed from
other territories. | have the full sup-
port of all the Territorial Delegates. |
have the full support of all the Terri-
torial Governments on this issue.

Mr. Chairman, it is important to un-
derstand that this is really the quin-
tessential unfunded mandate. What we
have here is a series of unrestricted im-
migration. It is important to under-
stand that there are only three coun-
tries in the world where its citizens can
come into the country without a pass-
port, without a visa, and they can
come into any area and work without
any restrictions whatsoever, and this
happens in the case of Guam.

In order to make the comparison, in
the past 8 years we have had 8,000 im-
migrants come into Guam. This rep-
resents approximately 6 percent of our
total population. In comparison to the
United States this would approximate
15 million people.

I urge support of this. I say to my
colleagues, If you are interested in
sending a message about unfunded
mandates, if you’re interested in send-
ing a message about meeting failed
Federal commitments on local commu-
nities, this is a good way to make that
statement.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, | move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, | will not take the en-
tire 5 minutes, but | will rise in sup-
port of this amendment. We have pre-
viously with the Gallegly amendment
made a reduction in some of the fund-
ing so that the dollars are available for
this purpose, and as has been pointed
out, there has been a commitment that
has been made to fund in this compact
this aid. This has been an informal
agreement that has been made through
the years between the Territory, and
the administration, and this Congress,
and for that reason | do support the
funding.

I would, however, note that in doing
this we do use all the remaining dollars
from the amendment that was struck
and that this puts us right at our total
allocation.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. KOLBE. | yield to the gentleman
from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, | am per-
fectly willing on the part of our side to
accept this amendment if the gen-
tleman is willing to accept it, and |
would urge the committee to accept
this amendment.
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Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, | would
urge support of the amendment.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Chair-
man, | move to strike the requisite
number of words.

(Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Chairman, | rise
today in strong support of Congressman
UNDERWOOD’s amendment to reallocate fund-
ing to the Government of Guam to com-
pensate the financial burden placed on the
local government by actions of the Federal
Government.

In 1986, by public law the Congress adopt-
ed the Compact of Free Association between
the United States and the Governments of
Federated States of Micronesia, the Republic
of the Marshall Islands, and the Republic of
Palau. This compact exempts citizens of the
freely associated states from meeting certain
U.S. passport, visa, and work permit require-
ments, and allows them to reside, work, and
attend school in the United States and its terri-
tories. Guam and the other territories were not
involved in these discussions.

Because Guam is the closest United States
soil to the Freely Associated States, many in-
digent citizens of these states have migrated
to Guam, and the Government of Guam has
been required to expend in excess of $70 mil-
lion to provide for the educational and social
services of these people. While the United
States Government has agreed in principle to
assist the Government of Guam with these ex-
penses, to date, only $2.5 million has ever
been appropriated.

In fiscal year 1996, the administration pro-
posed $4.5 million for this purpose, but the
Appropriations Committee did not include that
amount in its bill. As the gentleman from
Guam has been saying since he came to
Washington, this is a $70 million unfunded
mandate. An unfunded mandate we can easily
correct with the savings approved in the
Gallegly amendment. In effect this is simply a
reallocation of a portion of these funds, and
the bill will remain below the subcommittee’s
602(b) allocation.

| urge my colleagues to provide the funding
for this prior U.S. commitment and vote in
favor of the Underwood amendment.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

(Mr. ABERCROMBIE asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman, |
speak in favor of the amendment, and
the remarks of the Delegates from
Guam and American Samoa would be
as my own.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Guam [Mr. UNDERWOOD].

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HUTCHINSON

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, |
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HUTCHINSON:
Amendment No. 54: On page 16, line 25, delete
$37,934,000 and insert $34,434,000.
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Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
commend the work that the committee
has done. | think it is an excellent In-
terior appropriation bill. I think this
amendment is important.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment that |
am offering today is based on the prin-
ciple that the Government, especially
in this time of severe budget con-
straints, should not and cannot finan-
cially support every interest group,
particularly those which have dem-
onstrated the clear ability to be self-
sufficient.

My amendment would eliminate the
Federal subsidy for the National Trust
for Historic Preservation and save the
taxpayers $3.5 million.

Now let me emphasize that my inten-
tion is not to abolish the Trust or the
many good programs that they carry
out—but to remove a totally unneces-
sary Federal subsidy.

The Trust is a congressionally char-
tered organization established by an
act of Congress in 1949. Its original pri-
mary mission was to preserve build-
ings, sites, and objects of historical sig-
nificance, but since this time, the
Trust has acquired 18 such historic
properties. But today, the Trust only
allocates about 20 percent of their an-
nual $33 million budget to this primary
mission. In fact, Mr. Chairman, the
Trust has adopted significant adminis-
trative barriers which substantially
preclude them from carrying out their
primary mission. The Trust does not
accept new properties unless they are
fully endowed to cover all future oper-
ating expenses.

The other 80 percent of their budget,
according to their 1949 charter, goes to
“facilitate public participation in the
preservation of historic sites, buildings
and objects.”

Now apparently, my colleagues,
under this category lobbying expenses
of over three-quarters of a million dol-
lars is included, lobbying expenses on
things like this publication put out by
the National Historic Trust lobbying
against the free enterprise system,
what most of us believe in. They have
claimed that they do not engage in lob-
bying, at least that they do not use
Federal expenditures for that, but it is
used at least to utilize their private
funds in order to lobby State legisla-
tures, local and Federal level. In one
case they sent bulletins to all their
Virginia members urging them to write
their State senators, write their dele-
gates, to oppose pending legislation.
They even provided sample letters as
to what should be said. They have lob-
bied repeatedly against the free enter-
prise system and have waged a virtual
war on the mass retailing industry.

Also under this category falls litiga-
tion expenses for the Trust. In recent
years, the Trust litigation department
has had a budget of $700,000. In the last
5 years, the Trust has entered over 30
lawsuits against the Federal Govern-
ment. They have entered suits against
the FAA, State Department, Army
Corps—and even the Justice Depart-
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ment and Interior Department, which
by law sit on their board of trustees.

The Trust has also managed to come
up with $233,000 annually to pay the
salary of the organization president.

I ask my colleagues, ‘““Does an orga-
nization that pays almost a quarter of
a million dollars for their president
need a Federal subsidy?”’

Six positions at the Trust paid sala-
ries in excess of $100,000 in fiscal year
1994 for a total of $773,482—50 percent of
this was charged to the Federal appro-
priation. In fiscal year 1995, there are
five positions paid in excess of $100,000
and $333,362 is being charged to the
Federal appropriation.

How do we justify a Federal subsidy
for an organization that can afford
this?

The bottom line here is that the Gov-
ernment cannot afford to subsidize
groups with a proven track record of
being able to support themselves. Over
the last 5 years, revenues have ex-
ceeded Trust expenses every year and
have contributed to the Trust develop-
ing a lucrative portfolio of assets
which now exceeds $50 million. The pri-
vate funding base, which already con-
stitutes over 80 percent of the funding
for the Trust, would only need to be
slightly expanded to cover any short-
fall.

In November, the elections dem-
onstrated that the American people are
clearly disillusioned with the direction
the country is taking. We need to re-
store faith in our Government by hon-
oring our commitment to the Amer-
ican people to reduce unnecessary
spending.

Now, Mr. Chairman, | say to my col-
leagues, You’re going to hear that the
issue is the mainstream program. It is
not. It is not. How can cutting $3%2 mil-
lion out of the budget of over $33 mil-
lion possibly endanger or jeopardize
that program? It jeopardizes litigation,
lobbying, entertainment, and high sal-
aries.

My colleagues will hear that the
issue is historic preservation. It is not.
It is not historic preservation, it is not
mainstream, it is whether we can af-
ford to subsidize well-endowed organi-
zations.

Mr. Chairman, let us return the
Trust to the same status that it en-
joyed for nearly 20 years when it ex-
isted without the benefit of an annual
Federal subsidy in realization that we
must restrict Federal expenditures to
our country’s most essential needs. |

urge support for the Hutchinson
amendment.
Ms. MCCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, |

rise in opposition to the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Arkansas
[Mr. HUTCHINSON].

Mr. Chairman, the National Trust is
an American success story. In over
1,000 communities across this great Na-
tion it has worked to help revitalize
our downtowns, our Main Streets, and
throughout the land since 1980, Mr.
Chairman, it has been a very real posi-
tive effort in 39 of our States, creating
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over 23,000 new businesses, over 85,000
new jobs, over 33,000 building rehabili-
tation projects, and $3.6 billion in new
investment and actual physical im-
provements. Every dollar spent by a
local Main Street organization
leverages over $25 from other sources.

Mr. Chairman, the committee chose
to reduce the appropriation by one-half
and to phase out Federal involvement.
This amendment would abruptly end
one of America’s success stories.

0 1915

It is untimely to do so in such a suc-
cess story. I, who do support efforts for
fiscal responsibility and balancing our
budget, do not want to encourage that
membership to abandon our down-
towns, to abandon our local commu-
nities. 1 urge my colleagues to oppose
this amendment.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentlewoman yield?

Ms. McCARTHY. | yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | just want to associate myself
with the gentlewoman’s remarks, and
to thank her, because | think that we
are picking up on a single issue over
here which may have been in fact noth-
ing more than a mistake, and trying to
jeopardize the entire program for the
Historic Trust. In fact, as the gentle-
woman has pointed out, this has been a
program that has been used and lever-
aged in our communities to save in
many cases decaying parts of our com-
munity, which has brought new invest-
ments to our community, and has also
preserved the Historic Trust of this Na-
tion, the assets of this Nation, which
we want to bring into the future for
our children and grandchildren. | want
to thank the gentlewoman for her sup-
port in opposition to this amendment.

Ms. McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, it is another good
example of a local and Federal partner-
ship, and again where those dollars le-
veraged have been a great boon to the
communities. So | do urge defeat of the
amendment.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, with some reluctance
I rise to oppose the Hutchison amend-
ment. This was thoroughly debated in
the committee, as well as a lot of dis-
cussion in the subcommittee. As has
already been pointed out, we have
made a very substantial reduction in
the amount of funding for the National
Trust for Historic Preservation. We
have essentially reduced it 50 percent,
from the $7 million that was there, to
$3.5 million, and we have indicated our
intention to reduce that funding to
zero in the year after this. We have
suggested there would be no funding in
fiscal year 1997.

But, as with several of the agencies
and programs that | think that the Re-
publican majority has been talking
about eliminating, we do recognize
that there are many valuable things
that are done here, and that we need to
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give some time for the changes to get
made and for them to find alternatives
to continue to do the work, which I
think most of us would support, or at
least many of the things that the Na-
tional Trust for Historic Preservation
does.

Let me just mention a couple. There
are very few Members of this body that
have not been touched one way or an-
other by the Main Street program. |
have had it operate in several of my
communities. It has done a lot, | think,
to restore and revitalize some historic
downtowns in some smaller commu-
nities in my district. The Trust makes
grants and loans in case after case that
help for this kind of program for the
Main Street program.

The Federal funds help to leverage
the private local dollars, and the grant
funds also enable the National Trust to
support the historic preservation work
of local communities, helping preserva-
tion groups to obtain needed technical
assistance.

Mr. Chairman, the point of all of this
is | believe this is a function which we
can turn over to the private sector, but
I do think we need to give it another
year to do that. | think the reduction
of 50 percent, with the clear under-
standing that we are not going to fund
it in the years beyond that, is appro-
priate. This was the decision of the
committee, the full committee, and
that is the reason that | would oppose
this and urge my colleagues to oppose
this.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KOLBE. | yield to the gentleman
from Arkansas.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
have a couple of questions. One is, does
the gentleman approve of the fact that
the Trust has filed over 30 lawsuits
against various agencies of the Federal
Government in the last 5 years, and, if
that is the case, and it is, that in fact
the cost to the Federal Government
and the American taxpayer is not just
the $3.5 million Federal subsidy, but all
of the litigation costs that we have to
pay in order to defend the Federal
agencies they are suing?

Mr. KOLBE. Reclaiming my time,
without commenting on the specifics of
the litigation because | am not famil-
iar with each of them, my answer to
that would be no. What we seek to do
by this reduction of 50 percent and ter-
minating it in the second year is to
give it an orderly time to phase out
what | just mentioned are, | think, the
worthwhile parts of this program, to
retain that.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. If the gentleman
will yield further, would it not follow
that if the $3.5 million which we are
subsidizing the Trust could be achieved
by reducing a few executive salaries
that exceed $233,000, if by reducing the
expenditures on lobbying and enter-
tainment and catering, which exceed
three-quarters of a million dollars, and
this lobby sheet has been passed out all
afternoon out front, would it not make

Chairman,
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a lot more sense for the reductions in
those kind of expenditures to pick up
the $3.5 million subsidy, and in fact
there would be no loss at all in the pro-
grams or worthwhile efforts of the
Trust?

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, | would certainly trust
that in a 50 percent reduction, that the
National Trust for Historic Preserva-
tion would indeed be looking for those
kinds of reductions, to reduce those
things first. We have had considerable
discussion in our subcommittee about
this. We have also had considerable dis-
cussion with the leadership of the Na-
tional Trust, and expressed our deep
concern about the salaries that have
been paid.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. KOLBE. | yield to the gentleman
from Georgia.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, in re-
sponse to Mr. HUTCHINSON’s question, is
it not true that the Historic Trust is
working to reform itself from within
already, and they have offered a plan
to somewhat go private and change the
way they are doing business, and in
that regard they are moving towards
what Mr. HUTCHINSON wants, but prob-
ably not at the speed he wants, but
they are not sitting there trying to
preserve status quo?

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, | appreciate the comment
that the gentleman has made. The Na-
tional Trust has, indeed, even before
our subcommittee’s action, had started
work on a 5-year plan for eliminating
Federal funding, and what we are doing
is insisting we are going to speed it up
slightly, and that it will be done in the
course of 2 years. | think that is a rath-
er considerable change, and | think it
is an orderly way to eliminate the Fed-
eral funding for the National Trust.

Mr. NEAL. Mr. Chairman, | move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, | oppose the amend-
ment. The proposal by the gentleman
from Arkansas is unwise, and it is un-
warranted. | rise in opposition to the
Hutchinson amendment and offer my
support for the National Trust for His-
toric Preservation.

Since the Trust was chartered by this
Congress in 1949, the Federal money al-
located to the Trust has been effec-
tively used as seed money and has
nearly quadrupled through private do-
nations. These funds help to finance a
series of programs aimed at teaching
communities revitalization and eco-
nomic growth through preservation.
These programs have proven to be tre-
mendously successful, creating thou-
sands of new jobs and businesses, and
financing restoration and renovation
projects in distressed communities
throughout the country.

An excellent example of this work
that the Trust has done would be found
in the city of Northampton, Massachu-
setts, where the First Church of North-
ampton have duly received assistance.
It has helped not only to support ef-
forts to support the church, but also to
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repair the stonework, to repair the
roof, and to make the 117-year-old
building fully accessible to the public.

In addition to being a place of wor-
ship, the church also houses several
community groups and serves meals to
the homeless and the needy. Now,
thanks to the assistance offered by the
Trust, the First Church can continue
its contributions to the community in
a sturdier and more accessible build-
ing.

The National Trust for Preservation
is an example of a Federal program
that works, and eliminating or curtail-
ing its funding would be a terrible mis-
take. This program should not be
eliminated; it should be imitated. Our
country needs more cost effective pro-
grams like the National Trust for His-
toric Preservation.

Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues
to oppose this proposal.

Anthony Lewis of the New York
Times has said that we are rapidly be-
coming a nation without a memory.
The Trust does not allow that to hap-
pen. Just as importantly, let me say
this, if I can: | served as mayor of a
good sized city, the 95th largest city in
America, Springfield, MA. | fought
with the preservationists time and
again. You know what? They took me
to court time and again, but at the end
of the day their achievements far out-
weighed their shortcomings.

It is working. The Main Street pro-
gram has restored thousands of homes
across this country. It has renewed
neighborhoods that were lifeless. It has
brought Main Street, America back to
viability.

Just as importantly, a great Repub-
lican initiative at the time, the his-
toric tax credit, allowed people to use
the Tax Code to rebuild Main Streets
across this country. New England
today has a complex that has changed
in large measure due to the work of the
National Trust for Historic Preserva-
tion.

It would be shortsighted tonight to
go beyond what the committee has rec-
ommended. Let the Trust alone. It has
succeeded. There are times when | have
disagreed with it, but overwhelmingly,
its work has been effective and success-
ful.

Mr. Chairman, | hope that we will op-
pose the gentleman’s amendment.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, |1
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, | would like to sup-
port the amendment of the gentleman
from Arkansas [Mr. HUTCHINSON]. |
think it is long overdue. | think why
should we be paying taxpayer funds to
support lawsuits being filed against the
Federal Government, or any govern-
ment, for that matter. It just does not
make sense.

This Trust is a successful organiza-
tion, obviously, by the size of its budg-
et, by the fact that 80 percent of its
funds come from non-Federal sources.
We are in an era where we are trying to
bring down our deficit. This is a small
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but symbolic cut, but I think it is im-
portant to send this kind of a message.

This organization can stand on its
own. | do not know why we would want
to support or subsidize, if you will, an
organization adding to the congestion
of the courts, adding to the costs im-
posed upon individuals and businesses
and families by bringing lawsuits
against them.

I do not know why we would want to
support an organization that has an ex-
tensive lobbying component. Obvi-
ously, if they are capable of funding
that kind of a thing with 80 percent of
non-Federal funds, they ought to just
get off the Federal dole, get out of the
trough. That time has ended. We have
got some serious priorities to fund, and
this ought to be one of the things that
we certainly could cut.

By the way, | would just observe that
when the president of this organization
makes more than the President of the
United States that would suggest to
me that this organization can stand on
its own.

Mr. Chairman, | think the gentleman
from Arkansas [Mr. HUTCHINSON] has a
great amendment, and | strongly urge
its adoption.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, | rarely am on the op-
posite side of issues with my friend the
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. TIM
HUTCHINSON]. He is a great budget
watchdog, a super friend of the tax-
payers, but this time | find myself
going against him. And yet | can say
this, that you can vote against the
Hutchinson amendment and still be a
friend of the taxpayers, because as the
committee has reported this bill, it
still is in the 602(b) allocation which
will move us to a balanced budget. This
bill is a bill that is a cut and a reduc-
tion bill. Indeed, this program alone
has been reduced by 50 percent.

I heard the gentleman from Califor-
nia speaking up on the peanuts. Let me
tell you about farm programs and why
people from the agriculture commu-
nities should listen to this. What we
are doing on the Committee on Agri-
culture is we are saying to our farmer
friends, change status quo. Your farm
subsidy may be a good investment,
there may be a reason for it, but we
need to change status quo. The Com-
mittee on Agriculture is responding
that way.

Well, these folks are doing the same
way with historic preservation. They
have taken a 50 percent cut, and they
have come up with their own plan to
reform themselves. In addition to that,
keep in mind this is not a frivolous
program. They have a statutory obliga-
tion under the National Historic Pres-
ervation Act. They are doing things
which the Federal Government has
mandated by law. If we do not like that
law, we should change it. We cannot do
that on an appropriations bill.

Keep in mind this: the previous
speaker said we are forgetting our na-
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tional heritage. One thing we are not
doing though is forgetting our tourism.
Tourism in 30 states is the top first,
second, or third highest industry, the
big top three economic industries there
are.

In my district, Savannah, Georgia,
one of the leading tourism centers of
Georgia, people come because it is the
largest historic preservation commu-
nity or landmark community in the
country. Brunswick, Georgia, has come
a long way in the last five years be-
cause of the Main Street program

These are economic investments.
They are not things that are just pre-
serving a building just because it is
nice or aesthetically pleasing. This
group works closely when a new build-
ing is proposed in an historic area.
When there is a renovation that is
going to take place in an historic area,
where there is economic changes or
growth in an historic area, they work
with the community, with the local of-
ficials, with the planning boards, and
so forth. This group is important to
your community.

I would say this: | reluctantly hate to
oppose the gentleman from Arkansas
[Mr. HUTCHINSON], but you can oppose
the Hutchinson amendment and still
support a balanced budget, because the
bill, as reported, does that.

0O 1930

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. KINGSTON. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, 1 com-
mend the gentleman and agree with his
statement.

I, furthermore, think that the litiga-
tion that has brought is often some-
times necessary. It is the cutting edge
of trying to define what the property
rights are, what the covenants are, how
we are going to proceed with this. And
that differs in all 50 states. Frankly,
we get by with very little dollars in the
Historic Preservation Act.

The state historic preservation of-
fices have little money coming from
the Federal Government. We try to set
national standards with regards to that
so that fabric is consistent nationally.

They have done a very good job in
this particular program. If you want to
change it, fine. But give them a chance
to do it. They have leveraged. They
have completed their statutory mis-
sion. They are doing it today. Obvi-
ously, the fundraising and other activi-
ties they do, even the lobbying is set
out there separately.

| worked very hard with them on, for
instance, the establishment of a coin so
that they could issue the Civil War
coin. They stated their dollars and ac-
curately, and part of these fundraising
and other efforts obviously spill over
into that. They are allocating it prop-
erly. | think they have done a good job.
You have cut them deeply. | do not
think we ought to eliminate it. This
would be a real mistake.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman is correct. Let me ask the
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gentleman one more question: Are
there any other programs that you
know of offhand in this Interior bill
that are cut 50 percent?

Mr. VENTO. Well, there are some
that are eliminated. | think that is a
mistake. In cutting this, you are really
forcing change at a rapid pace. We
ought to give them an opportunity to
survive so that we can fulfill the essen-
tial mission that we envision and that
we all share in terms of cultural re-
source preservation.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, 50
percent is a very significant cut.

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number of
words, and | rise in opposition to the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, it is too bad that we
really have to spend all this time on
this particular amendment. | just do
not know why we are even discussing
this. This has such tremendous lever-
age. It had such impact. We have so
many things to do in this Congress. To
eat up time this way discussing some-
thing like this, | think it is too bad.
But the reason | do stand up here, be-
cause | think it is important and it has
got leverage.

Let me make sort of an auto-
biographical comment. I come from a
small town. That town was dying. That
town was resuscitated principally be-
cause of a grant from the National
Trust for Historic Preservation.

That grant alone contributed at a
minimum of $100 in private funds to
that $1 that was given here. That is far
in excess of many of the small-time
programs. But that is what it was.

Main Street USA is struggling. The
soul of a community is in downtown,
small town America. This helps. There
is no other fund like it.

I strongly oppose this particular
amendment.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOUGHTON. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, | want to
rise in strong support of what the gen-
tleman has just said. | come from a
community, Tacoma, in the State of
Washington. And we did about the
same thing. We restored a theater, the
Pantages Theater, also our main train
station in the community, Union Sta-
tion, into a Federal courthouse. And I
must tell you, it has done more to re-
store the spirit of that community and
that downtown area. It has created jobs
and it has made the city look a lot bet-
ter.

This idea that somehow these part-
nerships between the Federal Govern-
ment where we put in a very small
amount of money and the private sec-
tor puts in a lot of money and a lot of
good things happen because of it, that
somehow that is wrong, | think that is
ridiculous.

I applaud the gentleman for his
statement, and | hope the House will
remember, we have cut this program
by 50 percent. We have listened to the
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people and said, we are going to move
this budget down. We had to do it. We
had to cut more in this bill than |
wanted to cut. But to say in one year
we are going to take it from 7 million
to zero, | think is just ridiculous. |
hope that we will all vote down this
not-well-thought out amendment.

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, |
would just like to say this, you take
the coldest, hardest financial analyst
or investment analyst and you say, you
give me $1 and | will create $100 for
you, it is not a bad return on your
money.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, | understand the con-
cerns of the gentleman from New York
and the gentleman from Washington.
But this agency, this organization, let
us put it that way, it is a public/private
organization because it receives public
funds, got and raised its own fund for
years, for years. They did not need
Federal funds. They operated very well,
like we have come to this Congress to
try to make happen. They do not need
this money.

Frankly, most of the people that be-
long to the National Trust for Historic
Preservation are rich enough to write
checks for the amount of money we are
quibbling over here and take care of it
and leverage it all they want to.

The point is, if we cannot do this,
what are we going to do?

Mr. Chairman, | rise in very strong
support of the amendment to eliminate
the Federal subsidy for the National
Trust for Historic Preservation. | of-
fered the very same amendment during
consideration of the fiscal year 1994 In-
terior Appropriations bill several years
ago.

gI’d like to commend the chairman of
the Interior subcommittee for rec-
ognizing the questionable nature of the
Federal subsidy for the Trust by cut-
ting the appropriation in half and di-
recting the Trust to figure out how to
make up these funds in the private sec-
tor, as they won’t be receiving any
Federal funds next year. The question
is, do we want to sink another $3.5 mil-
lion into this program—I submit that
the American taxpayers do not.

The Trust was chartered by the Con-
gress in 1949 to protect buildings, sites
and objects significant in American
history, but not suitable for inclusion
in Federal trusteeship. However, only
20 percent of the Trust’s budget goes
toward administration of their 18 his-
toric properties and the Trust does not
accept any new properties unless they
come fully endowed to cover all future
operating costs.

The other 80 percent of their budget
is allocated to activities which facili-
tate public participation in the preser-
vation of historic sites, buildings and
objects. These activities include exten-
sive lobbying, regularly suing the Fed-
eral Government, organizing opposi-
tion to private property rights and
what they call the greatest opponent
to historic preservation, superstore
sprawl.
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These efforts are not activities tax-
payers expect to be underwriting.
Moreover, the Trust could do this work
without tax dollars. The Trust has an
extensive fundraising ability as well as
dues paying members. Its budget has
increased in the last 6 years and its
portfolios of assets exceeds $67 million.
If this Congress can’t find the intes-
tinal fortitude to save tax dollars from
being spent on a program which doesn’t
need it, | have serious doubts about our
ability to ever balance the Federal
budget.

I’'m sure we’re going to hear loud
wails from opponents of this amend-
ment about how the loss of Federal
funds will threaten the Mainstreet pro-
gram or other true preservation activi-
ties of the Trust. Such cries—no doubt
prompted by lobbying from employees
of the Trust—are simply an effort to
allow the Trust to continue its elitist
activities and to avoid prioritizing
spending.

Let’s look at how the Trust allocates
its spending:

It pays its president a salary of over
$233,000;

Six positions at the Trust paid sala-
ries in excess of $100,000 in fiscal year
1994 charging $385,000 of it to the Fed-
eral appropriation—in fiscal year 1995,
five positions paid in excess of $100,000
and $333,000 is being charged to the
American taxpayers;

In 1993, the Trust spent $884,000 for
lobbying, entertainment and catering;

In 1991, the Trust spent over $700,000
on its legal department, which has en-
tered over 30 cases against the Federal
Government in the last 5 years.

The Trust also organizes numerous
workshops and seminars. Perhaps the
workshop that included the Eco Tour
of the Boston Park Plaza hotel ena-
bling participants to see an environ-
mentally sound hotel that integrates
environmental action into all daily de-
cision making it an activity that could
be cut out.

Likewise, perhaps organizing inter-
national trips such as the Red Sea Pas-
sage tour to Egypt and Jordan, de-
scribed in the Trust materials as travel
with fewer than 95 passengers aboard
the splendid Regina Renaissance could
be minimized.

Trust efforts like the Mainstreet pro-
gram should be a top priority for the
Trust. It is widely supported and good
work is done through the program. To
suggest that this would be the first to
go if the Trust’s budget is a couple mil-
lion dollars less than this year is ab-
surd. It’s a matter of setting priorities
and surely I've described many actives
in which the Trust is involved that
could be cut back or eliminated.

Day after day, we hear cries over the
future of our children, of people who
rely on Federal welfare and others in
need and everyone asks the question,
“where can we cut funding so these
people don’t get hurt.” Well, this is a
great place to start.

The Trust serves as a slush fund for
the most wealthy and elite members in
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every community to oppose develop-
ment that offends their aesthetic
tastes. A recent article critical of the
Trust’s efforts to prevent what they
call public enemy number one—
superstore sprawl—stated, WalMarts
and similar stores may not be as
quaint as Georgetown shops but they
usually offer consumers more for less.

If in these days of fiscal crisis we
can’t face a program like the Trust and
recognize that it’s a luxury for a few,
not a necessity for many, and dis-
cipline ourselves to put the money
elsewhere, | fear for our ability to
make the far tougher choices we have
ahead of us.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words,
and | rise in very strong opposition to
this amendment. The gentleman points
out that the Trust has gone out and
raised at least 80 percent of the money
itself. | think the American people
would be very pleased if they knew
that every dollar that we have invested
in the Main Street organization has
been leveraged by $24.46 of from other
sources.

Now, what does the National Trust
do? One of the major programs and one
of the reasons | have always supported
it is because of the Main Street pro-
gram. What does it do? It works with
communities to demonstrate how his-
toric preservation can stipulate com-
munity revitalization and economic de-
velopment. The National Trust, na-
tional Main Street program helps re-
vive neglected and abandoned down-
town commercial districts by providing
local groups with organization, design,
economic restructuring and marketing
assistance.

Since 1980, Main Street has been ac-
tive in over 1,000 communities in 39
States, creating over 23,000 new busi-
nesses, over 85,000 new jobs, over 33,000
building rehabilitation projects, and
$3.6 billion in new investment and ac-
tual physical improvements.

Now, | think, again, what is wrong
with the Federal Government saying
that as a nation we care about historic
preservation and that we have certain
historic buildings that we would like to
see preserved? | think the American
taxpayers would be pleased that they
are making a small contribution to
this very important effort.

I hope that we will remember now
that the committee, run by the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA], our
distinguished chairman, made a signifi-
cant reduction in this program and
that we are going to end it in a year.
This is one group that came in and said
we can be phased out over a period of
time. But to come here now and breach
the committee’s action | think would
be unwise.

So | urge that all of us on both sides
of the aisle resoundingly defeat an
amendment aimed at, | think, under-
mining historic preservation in this
country, which the Trust has been at
the forefront of and this Congress has
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supported ever since the creation of the
Trust.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, | move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, | will be brief. I was
not going to speak, but I rise in strong
but reluctant opposition to the amend-
ment by the gentleman from Arkansas
[Mr. HuTCHINSON] and also the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY]. Let
me tell you why.

One, the committee has cut them by
50 percent already. Secondly, they have
a plan to go private. Third is the good
that the Trust has done on Main Street
programs throughout the country. In
the town of Winchester in my congres-
sional district, the city of Winchester
changed hands 72 times in the Civil
War, 72 times. The Trust has been in-
volved, and they have saved Civil War
battlefields. The battle of Cedar Creek,
which is the only battle in the Civil
War that the North and South won the
battle the same day, in the morning of
the battle, the South won. After they
finished winning, they stopped. Then
Sheridan came down and then came
back and attacked the South and they
lost. There at Belle Grove at the Battle
of Cedar Creek they have saved. They
have done so many other things.

The Civil War battlefields, Montpe-
lier, you go on and on. | think the com-
mittee has a reasonable thing. They
cut them 50 percent. They are out of
business federally next year. But to
pull the rug out now | think would be
a mistake. | strongly urge Members to

vote ‘‘no” on the Hutchinson amend-
ment.
O 1945
Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Chairman, |

move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, | will be brief. I would
like to engage in a question with the
author of this amendment. First, let it
be said, | am a strong supporter of his-
torical preservation. | think it is a
good activity at the local level. | think
as long as we protect private property
rights, it is an appropriate level for
local governments to be engaged in.

With regard to the Main Street pro-
gram, Mr. Chairman, | would ask the
author, is it his intention that this $3
million cut in any way reduces funds
available for that program?

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MCINTOSH. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Arkansas.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. | appreciate the
question, Mr. Chairman. | would say to
the gentleman that | also am a strong,
strong supporter of the Main Street
program. It affects 17 cities in the
State of Arkansas, and it does a won-
derful job and 1 fully support that. |
would hope that the Trust would
prioritize their funds so that program
is not touched. We are talking about
less than 10 percent of their operating
budget.

Mr. Chairman, | would hope that
what we would jeopardize would be
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things like $700,000 for the legal depart-
ment of $700,000 for lobbying, enter-
tainment, and catering, that those
would be the things that would be cut
instead of good quality programs that
are helping our cities like the Main
Street program.

Mr. MCINTOSH. My vote on this, Mr.
Chairman, and | think the issue here is
whether we should have government-
funded, taxpayer-funded lobbying. As |
walked into the Chamber earlier today,
I was handed a sheet of paper that
urged me to vote against this amend-
ment, because one of the valuable
things that the National Trust did was
lobby with taxpayer dollars.

| disagree with that in principal, Mr.
Chairman. | think it is wrong. | plan at
a future date to have legislative activ-
ity to make it illegal for government
grantees to be able to lobby govern-
ment.

However, at this point, Mr. Chair-
man, | think the appropriate thing to
do would be to support the amendment,
to send a message that we do not want
taxpayer-funded lobbying.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield.

Mr. MCINTOSH. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman should know, | think he does
know, that it is illegal to use govern-
ment-provided funds for any lobbying.
It has been in this bill for years. Maybe
they used some private sector money,
but the money they get from the Fed-
eral Government cannot be used for
lobbying. Therefore, if the gentleman
is going to vote no on that basis, he is
making a big mistake.

Mr. MCINTOSH. Let me say, Mr.
Chairman, I am aware that there are
restrictions on the use of government
funds to lobby. They are inadequate.
They do not work. They clearly do not
work when the supporters of this insti-
tution tell me that | should vote for $3
million to them so they can continue
to engage in lobbying. | think it is
wrong. We do not need taxpayer lobby-
ing.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MCINTOSH. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, |
appreciate the gentleman yielding to
me.

Mr. Chairman, | would ask the gen-
tleman, is it not true that money is
fungible; that the money coming into
this organization from the Federal
Government can be allocated based
upon their needs as they take in other
money from private sources? If they
need additional funds for Ilobbying,
they can take that from the private
sector and use this money for legiti-
mate purposes, so therefore the result
of our funding them is to effectuate
their ability to lobby the government?

Mr. MCINTOSH. Yes, that is correct,
especially on the overhead costs, it is
very easy to have government funds be
fungible.

Chairman,
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Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MCINTOSH. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, that
would hold true for anyone that got
any Federal dollars, even tax expendi-
tures, that they may use those dollars
actually for lobbying. Therefore, we
probably should not have any type of
funds going to any private person that
exercises First Amendment rights. Is
that the position of the gentleman
from Indiana?

Mr. MCINTOSH. Reclaiming my
time, Mr. Chairman, | do not believe
when you fail to tax somebody that
you are giving them money. What you
are doing is letting them keep their
own money, so there is a fundamental
difference there.

Mr. VENTO. I am talking about with
regard to grants.

Mr. MCINTOSH. Let me say in clos-
ing, Mr. Chairman, | support this
amendment.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, | will be brief. | reluc-
tantly rise in support of this amend-
ment. | for many years was a Member
of the National Trust for Historic Pres-
ervation. | joined it at Montpelier in
Virginia. | strongly support their ef-
forts to acquire historic properties like
Montpelier and Belle Grove, and their
efforts to support battlefields and
other historic treasures in this coun-
try.

However, the role and the scope of
the National Trust for Historic Preser-
vation, unfortunately, in recent years,
has taken a new direction that we can
no longer as a Congress publicly fund,
because the effect is to have money
spent by the Federal Government to
support litigation all over this coun-
try, to support lobbying efforts in this
Congress, to affect rights of local gov-
ernments and State governments, to
affect private property owners’ rights.

We have seen an example of it right
in my State of Virginia in the past few
years. The effort on the part of the Na-
tional Trust for Historic Preservation
to control land use planning in the en-
tire northern Piedmont area of Vir-
ginia, 8,000 square miles, because they
were opposed to the Disney project, is
a tragic broadening of the scope of that
organization. They should not be in-
volved in that type of thing. If they
choose to be involved, they should do
so without the support of the Congress.

Mr. Chairman, when they go around
the country filing lawsuits, as they in-
tended to do in that case, and support-
ing lobbying efforts and other efforts,
contrary to the interests of the people
of the State of Virginia, certainly of
the government of the State of Vir-
ginia, that is entirely wrong.

While I will continue to support their
efforts to acquire historic properties,
Mr. Chairman, and | think that is a
very worthwhile goal, they, | think,
have stepped over the line when they
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attempt to use their organization and
the funds of the organization to inject
themselves in massive land use plan-
ning issues that should be left to the
discretion of State and local govern-
ments. | strongly support this amend-
ment.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GOODLATTE. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Does the gentleman
think we should do away with the His-
toric Trust, Mr. Chairman?

Mr. GOODLATTE. | think the Na-
tional Trust for Historic Preservation
should make a choice. They should ei-
ther make the decision that they are
going to simply be involved in preserv-
ing individual historic properties, in
which case there may be an argument
to be made for Federal funds, or they
should do what they are doing now, but
do it only with private support, and not
with the support of direct taxpayer
subsidies.

Mr. DICKS. If the gentleman will
continue to yield, I would suggest that
we created the National Historic Trust,
we told them to go out and preserve
these important properties around the
country which have historic heritage.
Now we are saying ‘“We are not going
to give you any money.” Is that not an
unfunded mandate?

Mr. GOODLATTE. | would say to the
gentleman, it is not an unfunded man-
date. It is because they have changed
the scope and mission of the organiza-
tion when they have in recent years ex-
panded beyond their original purpose,
which was to acquire and protect indi-
vidual properties, which | think is a
fine idea, and have instead gone into
the effort of trying to control develop-
ment.

In this case, their efforts in Virginia
were to say that we should not allow a
development like Disney in the entire
northern Virginia Piedmont, 8,000
square miles. There may be reasons not
to support that, but those reasons
should be left to the people of Virginia,
and not to an organization funded with
taxpayer dollars.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GOODLATTE. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding.

I would ask, is it not essentially one
of the ways of protecting these re-
sources that we have charged them to
in fact go into the courts, to imple-
ment the laws, to educate about the
laws that are passed by the Common-
wealth of Virginia, or by the State of
Minnesota, or by the national govern-
ment?

Mr. GOODLATTE. The people of the
State of Virginia, through their elected
representatives, have the right to de-
cide this issue. We in the Federal Gov-
ernment should not be funding a rogue
organization that is going to go in and
offer a contrary view to the rights of
the people of Virginia, or any other
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State that faces this type of effort on
the part of the Federal Government to
fund land use planning contrary to the
interests of people at the local or the
State level. That is my position.

Mr. VENTO. If the gentleman will
yield, was it not consistent with the
laws of Virginia, the zoning codes and
so forth, that they were trying to im-
plement, educate, and to facilitate the
process in terms of the goal of preserv-
ing this precious resource?

Mr. GOODLATTE. Reclaiming my
time, Mr. Chairman, the Federal Gov-
ernment does not need to get involved
in promoting and supporting the laws
of the State of Virginia. The people of
Virginia are perfectly capable of doing
that on their own. When it is correct to
his